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The  cover  artwork  was  provided  by  Mike  and  Barbara  Bilbo  from  a tracing  they  made  of  a petroglyph 
in  the  Rio  Bonito  drainage,  Lincoln  County,  New  Mexico.  Animals,  such  as  the  one  on  the  cover,  are 
depicted  in  the  prehistoric  and  historic  Indian  rock  art  of  southeastern  New  Mexico  found  in  many 
locations  in  the  BLM’s  Carlsbad  and  Roswell  resource  areas. 
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INTRODUCTION 


This  volume  comprises  five  parts.  The  primary  section  is  the  display  of  public  comments  and  the  BLM’s 
responses  to  those  comments.  The  comment  letters  have  been  reproduced  and  reduced  in  size,  to  allow 
a side-by-side  comparison  with  the  BLM’s  responses  to  the  comments.  The  letters  are  arrayed  in  the 
order  in  which  they  were  received.  Table  35  lists  the  comment  letters  and  respondents  in  chronological 
order.  (Also,  refer  to  Tables  30  through  33  in  Volume  1,  the  Proposed  RMP/RMPA/Final  EIS,  for 
information  about  the  comment  letters  and  those  who  made  comments.)  Handwritten  letters  are  followed 
by  a typed  transcription.  Segments  of  comment  letters  for  which  responses  have  been  prepared  are 
identified  with  vertical  black  lines  in  the  left  margin  and  consecutive  numbers  within  each  comment  letter. 
The  BLM’s  responses  are  keyed  to  individual  comments  by  a number  code  (i.e.,  28-31)  in  which  the  first 
number  identifies  the  comment  letter.  The  second  number  identifies  the  paragraph  or  section  being 
discussed  in  the  BLM’s  response.  The  original  comment  letters  are  on  file  at  the  BLM’s  Roswell  District 
Office. 

The  remaining  four  sections  in  this  volume  are  side-by-side  comparisons  of  parts  of  the  BLM’s  Preferred 
Alternative  from  Chapter  2 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  with  similar  parts  of  Alternative  F,  which  was 
submitted  as  a public  comment  by  the  Resource  Users  Coalition.  Refer  to  the  beginning  of  each  section 
for  more  information  about  that  section.  The  comparison  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  begins  on  page  2-1 . 
The  comparisons  of  Appendixes  3,  4 and  5 begin  on  pages  3-1,  4-1  and  5-1,  respectively. 


TABLE  35 


LIST  OF  RESPONDENTS 


No.  Assigned 
to  Response 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 


Name/Organization 
of  Respondent 

Gregory  J.  Nibert/  Hinkle,  Cox,  Eaton,  Coffield  & Hensley 
David  J.  Olson/  Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company 
Elizabeth  S.  Bush/ARCO  Permian 
Tom  Amesbury 

Chuck  Moran/Yates  Petroleum  Corporation 
Ron  Green/Western  Land  Realty 
Greg  Nibert/Hinkle,  Cox,  Eaton,  Coffield  & Hensley 
Pete  V.  Domenici/U.S.  Senate 
Tom  Amesbury 

Gedi  Cibas/State  of  New  Mexico,  Environment  Department 

Anthony  Sanchez 

Leon  and  Teresa  Ham 

Richard  C.  Manning/Tangle  Cross  Ranch 

E.K.  Hunter/Department  of  Energy,  Carlsbad  Area  Office 

Thomas  H.  Wootten/T&E  Inc. 

Ron  Green/Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company 

R.F.  Gray/Texaco  Exploration  and  Production,  Inc. 

Ed  Lopez/Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Robert  D.  Kiker/Permian  Basin  Petroleum  Association 

Dan  Girand/Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  New  Mexico 

Joe  Velasquez/Chaves  County  Commission 

Chuck  Moran/Yates  Petroleum  Corporation 

Joe  M.  Vicente 

Bob  Moorhead 

Monroy  Montes/Lincoln  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

Marilyn  Coll/Arroyo  Seco  Ranch 

Frank  O.  Elliott/Elliott  Oil  Company 

Public  Hearing  Transcript  of  January  10,  1995 

Public  Hearing  Transcript  of  January  11,  1995 

R.C.  Manning/Tangle  Cross  Ranch 

Ron  Green 
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TABLE  35 


LIST  OF  RESPONDENTS 


No.  Assigned 
to  Response 

Name/0  rgan  ization 
of  Respondent 

32 

Frank  J.  Deckert/National  Park  Service 

33 

Charles  B.  Read/Read  & Stevens,  Inc. 

34 

Georgia  Raga/Navajo  Refining  Company 

35 

Jeanette  Smoot/T75  Ranch  Inc. 

36 

Tim  and  Lori  Thurman 

37 

Randy  PattersonA'ates  Petroleum  Corporation 

38 

Frank  P.  Maldonado 

39 

Ester  M.  Hoskin  [sample  of  form  letter] 

40 

Norbert  D.  McIntyre 

41 

Wayne  Price 

41.1 

Pete  V.  Domenici/U.S.  Senate 

42 

Randy  G.  Patterson 

43 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Kelley  M Corbitt 

44 

James  F.  Devine/U.S.  Geological  Survey 

45 

Jennifer  A.  Salisbury/State  of  New  Mexico,  Energy,  Minerals  and 
Natural  Resources  Department 

46 

Willie  Mclnnes 

47 

Honorable  Gary  E.  Johnson/Governor  of  New  Mexico 

48 

Ken  Reynolds/WEK  Drilling  Co.,  Inc. 

49 

Beverly  T.  Carter 

50 

Bobby  Melton/Sue  Melton 

51 

Wilmoth  Johnson 

52 

Kap  Kelley 

Jay  Mobley/Chairman,  Eddy  County  Com:T,ission 

54 

Robert  H.  Watson/Read  & Stevens,  Inc. 

55 

Rich  Detry 

56 

Sonia  R.  Najera/U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service/Bitter  Lake  NWR 

57 

R.C.  Beveridge/Western  Reserves  Oil  Company  Inc. 

58 

Rory  McMinn/Chaves  County  Commission 

59 

W.M.  Key,  Jr. 

60 

Don  Brewer/Brewer  Oil 

61 

Ricky  Pearce/Pearce  Trust  Ranch 

62 

Johnny  Tulk 

iii 


TABLE  35 


LIST  OF  RESPONDENTS 

No.  Assigned 
to  Response 

63  Michelle  Detry 

64  Elbert  E.  Allensworth 

65  John  Thomas,  Jr. 

66  Jesse  F.  Rayroux 

67  William  F.  Briney,  M.D. 

68  Peg  Briney 

69  Dorothy  J.  Russell 

70  Michael  J.  Grella/Costilla  Petroleum  Corporation  (sample  of  form 

letter) 

71  Harry  A.  Spannaus/Parker  & Parsley  Petroleum  USA,  Inc. 

72  John  W.  Mason/Burnett  Oil  Co.,  Inc. 

73  Mike  Hillman,  Ronald  D.  Hillman/Red  Bluff  Ranch 

74  Grant  A.  Billingsley/Wagner  & Brown,  Ltd. 

75  Jesse  M.  Craig,  Helen  Craig 

76  David  Craig,  Sylvia  F.  Craig 

77  Jesse  F.  Rayroux 

78  Annette  C.  Patterson 

79  Dan  Girand/Pruco 

80  [name  of  commentor  not  provided} 

81  Jan  Cummings 

82  Robert  M.  Yriart 

83  Truman  Pierce 

84  J.M.  Demarest/Santa  Fe  Energy  Resources,  Inc. 

85  Norman  Massey 

86  V.R.  Spurgeon/Phillips  Petroleum  Company 

87  Jerry  A.  Maracchini/New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  & Fish 

88  James  B.  Montgomery,  Jr.,  PhD 

89  Bud  Eppers/Southeastern  New  Mexico  Grazing  Association 

90  New  Mexico  Oil  & Gas  Association  and  Independent  Petroleum 
Association  of  New  Mexico 

91  Douglas  L.  Lunsford 

92  Mrs.  Melvin  Key 

93  Alexander  Woodruff/Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  Mountain 

States 
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TABLE  35 


LIST  OF  RESPONDENTS 

Name/Organization 
of  Respondent 

Connie  M.  Ericson/Mitchell  Energy  Corporation 
Ronald  L.  Merritt 
Beverly  Merritt 

Steve  West/Chihuahuan  Desert  Conservation  Alliance 

Sammy  Clark,  Ann  Clark 

John  C.  Maxey,  Jr./Read  & Stevens,  Inc. 

Ronald  Smorynski 
Johnny  Bullard,  Karen  Bullard 
Tom  and  Mannie  Bemis 
James  Gist,  Peggy  Gist 

Gwen  Wardwell/Rio  Grande  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
Thomas  H.  Wootten/T  & E,  Inc. 

Curtis  and  Lisa  Doyle 
Scott  McNally/McNally  Ranch  Company 
Ellen  Madera,  C.E.  Hislop 
Margaret  E.  Merritt 

Terry  Sullivan/The  Nature  Conservancy 

John  T.M.  Lyles,  H.J.  Turin/Pajarito  Grotto,  National  Speleological 
Society 

Elizabeth  S.  Bush/Arco  Permian 

David  J.  Olson/Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company 

Lewis  Derrick/New  Mexico  Cattle  Growers  Association 

Marilyn  Watson,  Lyndon  Watson 

Fernando  Blackgoat/Exxon  Company,  U.S.A. 

J.F.  NewVille/Chevron  U.S.A.  Production  Company 
Chuck  MoranA'ates  Petroleum  Corporation 
Charles  R.  Wolle 
Mercedes  M.  Agogino 
Mark  Marley 

Lois  C.  Herrmann/Sangre  de  Cristo  Audubon  Society 
John  C.  Horning/Forest  Guardians 
Robert  C.  Marley 

Toni  K.  Ristau/Public  Service  Company  of  New  Mexico 
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LIST  OF  RESPONDENTS 


No.  Assigned 

Name/Organization 

to  Response 

of  Respondent 

125 

Joseph  Pike 

126 

Roger  Peterson/New  Mexico  Natural  History  Institute 

127 

Frank  A.  DuBois/N.M.  Department  of  Agriculture 

128 

E.L.  (Bill)  Johnson,  Jr./Texaco  Exploration  and  Production  Inc. 

129 

Ron  Green 

130 

Burnace  J.  Boles/Meridian  Oil  Inc. 

131 

Donald  G.  Mustard/Amoco  Corporation 

132 

Max  Lee  Kiehne/Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company 

133 

R.F.  Unger/Marathon  Oil  Company 

134 

Mike  Corn/Roswell  Wool 

135 

Denise  A.  Bode/Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  America 

136 

Margaret  M.  MellyA/astar  Resources,  Inc. 

137 

Marianne  H.  Thaeler/Southern  New  Mexico  Group,  Sierra  Club 

138 

John  W.  Cooper 

139 

Heidi  F.  Browne/Western  Archaeological  Services 

140 

Rich  Smiley/Meridian  Oil  (supplemental) 

141 

Elizabeth  J.  Shores 

142 

Bob  Forrest/The  Carlsbad  Department  of  Development 

143 

Brian  Wood/Permits  West,  Inc. 

144 

T.  B.  Smoot,  Jeanette  Smoot 

145 

Sam  Elkins 

146 

Catherine  1.  Sandell 

147 

Robert  H.  Mahone,  Jr. 

148 

M.R.  Latimer/Exxon  Company,  U.S.A. 

149 

Permian  Basin  Petroleum  Association 

150 

Charles  B.  Read/Read  & Stevens,  Inc. 

151 

V.R.  Spurgeon/Phillips  Petroleum  Company 

152 

J.M.  Lacey/Devon  Energy  Corporation 

153 

Randolph  C.  Bruton,  Jr./Mitchell  Energy  Corporation 

154 

T.  Calder  Ezzell,  Jr./Chaves  County  Public  Lands  Advisory 
Committee 

155 

State  of  New  Mexico,  Senate 

156 

A.R.  Kukla/Marathon  Oil  Company 

VI 
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LIST  OF  RESPONDENTS 


No.  Assigned 

Name/Organization 

to  Response 

of  Respondent 

157 

Chuck  Moran/Yates  Petroleum  Corporation  (comments  on 
Appendixes,  only) 

158 

Gregory  J.  Nibert 

159 

Bud  Eppers,  et.al./Resource  Users  Coalition 

160 

Denise  A Bode/Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  America 

161 

Jane  N.  Saginaw/U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

162 

Larry  V.  Nordby/National  Park  Service 

163 

Thomas  E.  Jennings/Office  of  Mayor,  Roswell,  NM 

164 

Jennifer  Fowler-Propst/  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

165 

Jay  Mobley/Chairman,  Eddy  County  Commission 

166 

Gary  Carlson/State  of  New  Mexico,  Office  of  the  Commisioner  of 
Public  Lands 

167 

Robert  E.  Meehan/Department  of  the  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers 

vii 
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Hinku.  Cox.  Eatom,  CorniLo  & Hbnsltt 


1717  Wesi  Second 
Roswell.  NM  88201 


Rf  RomeO  Raoura  Area  Draft  Resounx 

Uanapmaa  Ptat/Environmotta/  tmpaa  Statanat,  a at 

Detr  Leslie: 

Oo  behilf  of  the  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Associaiion  who  represents  many  of  tlie 
oil  and  its  producers  and  operators  owning  interestrin  federal  oil  and  gas  leases  in  tbe 
RMwell  District,  we  formally  request  that  you  exieod  the  time  in  which  comments  may  be 
submitted  on  the  draft  documenu  As  you  are  weD  aware,  the  publication  of  this  extensive 
document  required  Bureau  of  Laisd  Management  to  expend  several  additional  years  that 
were  not  originally  antidpated  in  the  development  of  the  document  It  is  unreasonable  for 
the  ^eau  of  Land  Management  to  expect  the  industries  that  are  significantly  impacted  by 
this  document  to  thoroughly  review,  meet  among  themselves,  agree  and  finalke  formal 
raraments  within  the  90  day  period  allotted  particularly  in  Ught  of  the  time  of  year  in  which 
this  IS  to  occur.  You  are  also  aware  that  the  end  of  the  year  is  the  busiest  time  for  oil  and 
gas  operators  to  conduct  their  business.  As  Co-Qiair  of  the  Subcommittee  charged  with  the 
responsibility  of  reviewing  the  document  and  writing  the  comments,  we  will  be  placed  at  a 
great  disadvanuge  because  the  numben  of  NMCX3A  will  not  be  able  to  spend  tbe  technical 
time  necessary  to  review  tbe  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  in  depth. 

Therefore,  we  formally  request  that  you  extend  the  period  of  time  for  comment  to 
180  days  from  the  date  the  notice  is  published  in  tbe  Federal  Register.  This  should  not  only 
give  us  ample  opponunity  to  review  the  draft  but  to  make  technically  sound  and  substantive 
comments  in  an  effort  to  realize  a final  product  that  is  fair  and  refiective  of  cunent 


1 -1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mr.  Nibert  in  response 
to  his  letter.) 

The  request  for  an  additional  180  days  in  which  to 
review  and  comment  on  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA  has 
been  carefully  considered.  The  public  comment  period 
was  extended  until  March  1,  1995,  because  of  the 
Thanksgiving  and  Christmas  holidays,  and  the  busy 
time  at  year's  end.  This  will  give  reviewers  extra  time 
to  formulate  comments. 


Pag*  -2-  Ms.  Lesli*  M.  Cone  November  9,  1994 

practices  and  technological  advances  within  our  industry.  This  is  all  in  an  effon  to  help  you, 
as  Manager  of  the  public  lands  in  the  Roswell  District,  to  make  decisions  and  allow  us.  as 
an  affected  industry,  to  realistically  anticipate  how  areas  within  the  District  will  be  managed. 

Thank  you  for  your  prompt  consideration  of  this  request 

Very  truly  yours, 

HINKLE.  COX  EATON.  COFFIELD  & HENSLEY 

Gregory  J.  Nibert  Co-Chairman  of  the 
Resource  Management  Plan  Subcommittee 
of  the  Public  Lands  Committee  of  the 
New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Association 


G.IN/jw 

cc  Mr.  Dan  Girand,  Co-Chair  of  the 

Resource  Management  Plan  Subcommittee 
for  tbe  Independent  Petroleum 
Association  of  New  Mexico 

cc:  Mr.  David  Stout  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

cc;  Senator  Pete  V.  Domenid 
Senator  Jeff  Bingaman 
Congressman  Joe  Skeen 


Hinrlc.  Cox.  Caton.  Coxxieco  s hcnslcv 


1-1 


ThJ»  letter  \%  for  tb«  purpose  of  co^nrrvent  < ng  on  Appendix  10, 
(lands  Identified  for  disposal)  contained  In  the  Draft  Resource 
hana^nent  Plan  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  Attached  Is  a 
listing  of  legal  descriptions  covering  6.139.38  acres  In  Chaves. 
Lincoln  and  Oe  Baca  County  that  we  would  like  added  to  or 
corrected  on  the  acreage  considered  for  disposal  for  the 
Indicated  ranchers. 

In  addition,  we  noticed  on  page  APlO-2  that  T07S  R20£  Is  listed 
In  Chaves  County,  but  according  to  the  Salk  Creek  Land  Status 
nap.  those  lands  are  In  Lincoln  County.  Also  on  page  APIO-7 
there  are  duplicates  In  section  35  T12S  R|9C  Lot  4.  5 i 6.  It 
also  appears  that  T14S  R29C  on  page  APlO-3  should  be  T14S  W?QE  In 
Chaves  County. 

Thank  you  for  your  cons  I derat  I on  In  making  the  attached  additions 
to  your  acreage  considered  for  disposal.  We  also  hope  that  the 
Ident I f icat  Ions  of  corrections  Is  helpful. 


/ 

/dg 


2-1  We  addressed  the  errors  you  identified  in  the 
Draft  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan,  as  follows: 

The  lands  listed  on  page  API  0-2,  in  T.  7 S.,  R.  20  E., 
Chaves  County  have  been  corrected  to  read  Lincoln 
County. 

The  lands  listed  on  page  AP10-3,  in  T.  14  S.,  R.  29 
E.,  Sections  4,  Lot  5 and  Section  5,  Lot  8,  have  been 
corrected  to  read  T.  14  S.,  R.  20  E.,  Section  4,  Lot  5 
and  Section  5,  Lot  8. 

The  lands  listed  on  page  API 0-3,  in  T.  2 S.,  R.  23  E., 
Section  3,  S1/2S1/2  have  been  corrected  to  read  T.  2 
S.,  R.  23  E.,  Section  3,  S1/2N1/2. 

The  duplicate  legal  descriptions  listed  on  page  AP10- 
7,  in  T.  12  S.,  R.  19  E.,  Section  35,  lots  4,  5,  6,  have 
been  deleted. 

We  addressed  the  parcels  of  public  land  you  have 
nominated  for  addition  to  our  list  of  lands  suitable  for 
consideration  for  disposal,  as  follows: 

The  following  lands  have  been  added  to  the  list: 

De  Baca  County 

T1S,  R23E,  N.M.P.M.,  Section  26:  W1/2W1/2;  160.00 
acres 
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T2S,  R21 E,  N.M.P.M.,  Section  30:  Lot  4;  33.20  acres* 
SE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres* 

T2S,  R21E,  Section  31:  Lot  1;  33.27  acres; 

Lot  2;  33.46  acres; 

Lot  3;  33.65  acres; 

Lot  4;  33.84  acres; 

E1/2W1/2;  160.00  acres; 

El/2;  320.00  acres; 

T2S,  R21E,  Section  34:  NW1/4;  160.00  acres 

T2S,  R22E,  Section  9:  All;  640.00  acres 

T2S,  R22E,  Section  27:  SE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres* 
W1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T2S,  R22E,  Section  28:  SW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

Lincoln  County 

T4S,  R11E,  N.M.P.M.,  Section  1:  Lot  1;  36.53  acres* 
Lot  2;  36.73  acres*; 

Lot  3;  36.91  acres*; 

Lot  4;  37.1 1 acres*; 

S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres* 
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T4S,  R11E,  Section  21:  NE1/4;  160.00  acres 


» m 
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4iiv.a 


T7S,  R14E,  Section  17:  W1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T7S,  R20E,  Section  28:  SW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 
W1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

NE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

SW1/4;  160.00  acres; 

W1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T7S,  R20E, Section  34:  S1/2S1/2;  160.00  acres 

* Legal  land  description  listed  incorrectly  in  your  letter. 

The  following  lands  will  not  be  added  to  the  list  of 
lands  proposed  for  disposal  because  they  do  not  meet 
the  criteria  for  isolated  tracts,  as  stated  in  Appendix  8 
of  the  Draft  RMP. 

Lincoln  County 

T3S,  R19E,  N.M.P.M.,  Section  14:  E1/2SE1/4;  80.00 
acres 


T3S,  R19E,  Section  23:  NE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres 


T12S,  R19E,  Section  31:  SW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 
SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T12S,  R19E,  Section  34:  NW1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 


T12S,  R20E,  Section  30:  Lot  5;  37.89  acres; 

Lot  6;  32.80  acres; 

Lot  7;  34.95  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  31:  Lot  7;  40.00  acres; 

Lot  8;  33.28  acres; 

Lot  9;  34.69  acres; 

Lot  10;  34.68  acres; 

E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T13S,  R18E,  Section  25:  S1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T13S,  R18E,  Section  25:  SE1/4;  160.00  acres 

T13S,  R19E,  Section  12:  S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres 

T13S,  R19E,  Section  18:  El/2;  320.00  acres; 
E1/2W1/2;  160.00  acres 

T13S,  R19E,  Section  19:  Lot  1;  37.78  acres; 

Lot  2;  37.86  acres; 

E1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

N1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres 
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T13S,  R19E,  Section  20:  N1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres; 
SW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T13S,  R19E,  Section  29:  S1/2;  320.00  acres 

T13S,  R19E,  Section  30:  Lot  2;  38.33  acres*; 

Lot  3;  38.56  acres*; 

Lot  4;  38.79  acres*; 

El/2;  320.00  acres*; 

SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres*; 

E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres* 


T13S,  R19E,  Section  31:  Lot  5;  36.48  acres*; 
Lot  6;  33.08  acres*; 

Lot  7;  35.75  acres*; 

Lot  8;  36.80  acres* 

T13S,  R19E,  Section  33:  Lot  1;  35.01  acres**; 
Lot  2;  32.42  acres**; 

Lot  3;  32.50  acres**; 

Lot  4;  35.10  acres** 


T13S, 

T13S, 

T13S, 

T13S, 


R20E,  Section  9:  W1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres 
R20E,  Section  28:  SW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 
R20E,  Section  30:  E1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres 
R20E,  Section  31:  Lot  5;  13.34  acres 


T13S,  R20E,  Section  32:  Lot  4;  22.18  acres 


T13S,  R20E,  Section  34:  NW1/4NW1/4;  80.00  acres 


* Legal  land  description  listed  incorrectly  in  your  letter. 
**  Legal  land  description  listed  incorrectly  in  your  letter 
and  portions  of  the  land  you  listed  are  not  public  land. 

The  following  lands  already  are  on  the  list  of  lands 
suitable  for  consideration  for  disposal. 

Chaves  County 

T14S,  R20E,  N.M.P.M.,  Section  4:  Lot  5;  50.18  acres 
T14S,  R20E,  Section  5:  Lot  8;  40.68  acres 
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Ms  Leslie  M Coo«  Oistoct  Manj^^r 
&jrtau  of  Land  Managemont 
RorM«ff  Oistnct  Off»c« 

1717  Wast  Sacond 
Roswall.  NM  88201 

Ra;  Roswefl  Resourca  A/aa 

Orafl  Resourca  Managemartt  PlatVEnvironmantal  Impact  Statamant,  at  al 
Dear  Ms  Cone. 

Wa  formally  request  that  you  ajrter>d  the  bma  m wt^»ch  comments  may  be  submitted  on 
the  draft  document  listed  above  It  is  unraasonaWa  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  expect  the  lodustnes  that  are  significanfly  impacted  by  this  document 
to  thoroughly  rev>ew  and  finalize  formal  corrvnents  within  the  90  day  panod  altotted 
You  are  also  aware  that  due  to  industry  cutbacks,  staff  reductions  ind  ncreasir>g 
workloads  make  it  difficult  to  do  a thorough  review  of  the  document  m such  a short 
perx)d  of  time 

We  request  that  you  extend  the  penod  of  bme  for  comment  to  180  days  from  the  date 
the  notice  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register  Due  to  the  potenbai  significant  mpact 
this  plan  could  have  to  our  industry  and  our  operabons.  we  feel  this  additional  bme 
would  allow  us  to  prepare  effective  and  substantive  comments 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this  request 


Sincerely, 

Ehzabeth  S Bush 
Coordinator.  Public  issues 

ESBfw 


3 


3-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Ms.  Bush  in  response 
to  her  letter.) 

The  request  for  an  additional  180  days  in  virhich  to 
review  and  comment  on  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA  has 
been  carefully  considered.  The  public  comment  period 
was  extended  until  March  1,  1995,  because  of  the 
Thanksgiving  and  Christmas  holidays,  and  the  busy 
time  at  year’s  end.  This  will  give  reviewers  extra  time 
to  formulate  comments. 
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Tom  Amesbury 
10607  Dolorei  Dr 
Grasi  Valley.  CA  9S94S 
(9161  275-9526 


November  18,  1994 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Attn:  David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Leader 
1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  80201-2019 


Re;  Draft  comment,  and  inclusion  of  40  acre  parcel,  T8N,  RISE, 
Sec  27,  NW'4,  SWK.  for  Public  Lands  Disposal. 


1 

2 


Dear  Mr . Stout : 

Thank  you  for  sending  me  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  Management  Plan 
for  the  Roswell  area.  I am  a Private  land  owner  in  Lincoln 
County  I support  Alternative  ’B"  because  it  appears  to  maximize 
the  number  of  acres  for  Public  Lands  Disposal.  Both  Alternatives 
"B"  and  "E"  (pages  2-65  and  2-165)  refer  to  Appendix  10  for  a 
list  of  Public  Lands  for  Disposal,  however  Alt.  *B"  specifically 
totals  103,676  acres  and  Alt.  "B*  totals  56,490  acres.  Could 
this  be  an  error  in  your  draft? 

My  second  point  is  to  request  that  a 40  acre  parcel  be  added 
to  Appendix  10  and  included  in  both  Alternatives  "B"  and  •£". 

This  parcel  has  a legal  description  of;  T8N,  R15E,  Sec  27,  NWq, 
SW‘,'.  I am  a adjacent  land  owner  to  this  parcel  and  would  like 
the  opportunity  to  purchase  it 

Thank  you  for  your  time  in  this  matter,  as  I look  forward  to 
your  timely  reply. 


Sincerely; 


/ 

Tom  Amesbury 


4-1  The  acreages  of  lands  that  may  be  suitable  for 
consideration  for  disposal  shown  in  the  Draft  RMP 
should  be  the  same  under  Alternatives  B and  E.  The 
text  has  been  corrected.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the 
Proposed  Plan. 

4-2  The  parcel  of  land  you  describe  (T.  8 N.,  R.  15 
E.,  Section  27,  NW1/4SW1/4)  is  in  Torrance  County 
and  is  not  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  Therefore, 
it  will  not  be  added  to  the  list  of  lands  that  may  be 
suitable  for  consideration  for  disposal.  Public  lands  in 
Torrance  County  are  administered  by  the  BLM's 
Albuquerque  District. 
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pj  PETROLEUM 
CORPORHTION 


940833.. 


MAMOVO  »4rTtNtOM 


lOS  south  FOUPTM  STUCCT 
APTESIA.  NEWMEXICO662t0 
t«lc»»o»«c  (SOS)  r4#-i47i 


Nov«m6*f  22.  1994 


Mr  David  Stout 
RUP/EIS  Taam  Laadar 

Buraau  of  Land  ManafiamaoL  Rotwal  Diitttct  Otnca 
1717  Watt  Sacond  Straal 
Rotwal.  Naw  Manco  U201-2019 


OCM«S  6 ■aiatK'' 


Rs:  Nobc«  o(  availability  of  Draft  Roswal  Rasourca  Uanag«m^t 

Ptarw^vvocmantal  Impact  Statamant,  Draft  Carlsbad  Resourca 
kUnagamarX  Ptar^  Ajnaodmani/E/iviro<vna<XJl  Impact  Slatamant 


Yatat  Patrotaum  Corporate  raquaits  a ranaty  day  axlaouat>on  o<  bma.  for  f«a 
pubfic  and  ooaalvas.  to  prepan  and  submit  comments  on  tra  Draft  Roswel  Resource 
Management  Ptan/&Tvrorvr.enUi  Impact  StatemerX,  Draft  Carlsbad  Resource 
ManegenwX  Plan  Amendment/Errvironmentai  Impact  Statement,  announced  in  ibe 
Novamber  1.  1994.  Ftderai  Ragister.  These  resources  menagement  ptens  end 
environmental  impact  statements  have  a significant  irripact  on  the  oi  and  gas  industry, 
as  wel  as  other  pubk  land  users  in  New  Mexico.  Ad^tionai  time  d needed  to  prepare 
substantive  comments  on  these  proposed  RMP's  end  £iS*i. 

Very  Injiy  yours. 

YATES  PETROLEUM  CORPORATION 


Chuck  Moran 
Lar>d  Department 


CC  Rm9i  NUOGA 

Dwi  Girintf.  IPANM 

RMOGA 


5-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mr.  Moran  in  response 
to  his  letter.) 

The  request  for  an  additional  180  days  in  which  to 
review  and  comment  on  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA  has 
been  carefully  considered.  The  public  comment  period 
was  extended  until  March  1,  1995,  because  of  the 
Thanksgiving  and  Christmas  holidays,  and  the  busy 
time  at  year's  end.  This  will  give  reviewers  extra  time 
to  formulate  comments. 
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Western  Land  Realty 

S»«Wc«  B«Afc  Btd|.  Ofn«.415<(m5 

300  N.  Ma»  StrMt  FaX:  422-0661 

Sya«402 

Ro*»«I.NM  tnOl 


NOve<TO«r  21  • 1994 

nr.  Tim  Kreeger 

narieger , Roswell  Resource  Area 

Bureau  oF  Land  Hanagernent 

f eoera i Building 

SOO  N.  Ricnardson 

Roswell.  NH  86201 

Dear  Hr.  Kreager. 

w.  »r.  sotjnilttlng  th«  following  off»r.o  l«nd»  located  In  Chava* 
Count/  along  tne  Pecot  River  for  conjideratlon  for  acquliltlon  oy 
tne  BL«.  Tneie  lands  we  oelleve  nave  Riparian  potential  witn 
tnelr  proximity  to  tne  Pecos  River  plus  these  lands  are  adjacent 
to  current  8lh  land. 

T13S  R26E  N.n.P.N. 

Section  14  - SW/4NW/4,  SW/4SE/4MW/4 
E/2.  SW/4 

Section  15  - S/2.  S/2H/2 
Sect  Ion  22  - All 
Sect  Ion  23  - All 

TKS  H26E  N.n.P.A. 

Section  24  - S/2NW/4.  SW/4NE/4 
S/2SW/4 

Section  23  - SE/4SE/4 
Section  25  - W/2 
Section  26  - E/2NW/4,  NH/4NE/4 
E/2NE/4,  NE/4SE/4 

We  would  propose  tnat  this  would  Pe  handled  as  an  exchange  for 
selected  lends  tnat  are  on  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  Disposal 
Area.  ThahX  you  for  your  cons  loerat  (on . we  will  contact  you  in 
the  near  future. 


6-1  We  have  evaluated  the  lands  offered  to  the  BLM 
for  consideration  for  acquisition.  The  lands  listed 
immediately  below  may  be  suitable  for  consideration 
for  acquisition,  to  enhance  BLM  natural  resource 
management  programs.  The  legal  descriptions  of 
these  lands  have  been  added  to  Appendix  9 in  the 
Proposed  RMP. 

Chaves  County 

T13S,  R26E,  Section  14:  El/2;  160.00  acres; 
SW1/4SE1/4NW1/4;  10.00  acres; 
SW1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

SW1/4;  160.00  acres 

T13S,  R26E,  Section  23:  All;  640.00  acres 

T14S,  R26E,  Section  24:  SW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 
S1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres 

T14S,  R26E,  Section  25:  W1/2;  320.00  acres 

The  remainder  of  the  offered  lands  (listed  below)  do 
not  meet  our  criteria  for  acquisition. 


1-6 


Chaves  County 

T13S,  R26E,  Section  15:  S1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres; 
SI/2;  320.00  acres 

T13S,  R26E,  Section  22:  All;  640.00  acres 

T14S,  R26E,  Section  23:  SE1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T14S,  R26E,  Section  24:  S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres 

T14S,  R26E,  Section  26:  E1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 
NW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 

E1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

NE1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 


7 94084a 


Hinklb.  Cox.  Eaton.  Coffieli)  & Hensley 


Nocuiber  30.  1994 


Ms.  Leslie  Cone 
District  Manager 
Roswell  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell.  NM  88201 


Rf  Rorwef  Raoura  Uanagemau  Plan 


Dear  Leslie: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  November  23,  1994,  granting  an  extension  in  which  to 
comment  on  the  Resource  Management  Plan  to  March  1,  1995.  While  we  apprecate  the 
30  day  extension.  I would  encourage  you  to  reconsider  your  deasion  and  grant  us  the  ^11 
90  day  extension  previously  requested.  I have  discussed  this  matter  wtth  a number  of  other 
resource  users  who  would  also  find  it  helpful  to  have  additional  lime  in  which  to  comment 
on  the  Resource  Management  Plan.  Frankly,  I am  going  to  encourage  the 
NMCXjA/lPANM  RMP  Subcommittee  to  develop  substantial  comments  including  a 
discussion  of  several  altemauves  that  BLM  has  not  considered.  As  you  can  weU  imagine 
given  your  experience  with  the  drafting  of  ihu  RMP,  that  will  take  a significant  amount  of 
resources  and  time  on  the  part  of  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  We  would  appreciate  your 
consideration  of  an  additional  extension. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Gregory  fJS^bcft.  Co-Chairman  of  the  NMOGA 
and  IPANM  RMP  Subcommittee 

GJN/jw 

cc;  Mr.  Dan  Girand.  Co-Chair 
Ms.  Ruth  Andrews 
Senator  Peter  V.  Domenici 
Senator  Jeff  Bingaman 
Congressman  Joe  Skeen 


7-1  No  Response  Required 
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Ott  2 

lartttd  ^taos  ^aiaa 

WA&>CWTON,  DC  W10-3U1 
D«cftAb«r  1,  1994 


Nj . M.  Con* 

Oittrlet  MarvA9«r 
BuTMU  of  I<*nd  MAnAQSMnt 
Rotvtll  DittrLct  OfKc* 

1717  ««it  Second  Str««t 
Ko*w*XI,  How  Xexico  99301 

t*i  Rotwll  Refourct  Axe*  Draft  Reaourc*  lUnagejieat  Plea/ 
Uipect  Stet«Mnt 

Dear  Kt . Cona: 


1 


2 


3 


I ejB  evare  that  oeny  usert  of  public  land*  Ln  the  area  covared 
by  the  subject  Draft  Rasourca  Kanayaaant  Plan/lapact  Stateaant  have 
raqueatad  an  extension  of  tUM  to  file  coBnanta.  Aa  they  Hava 
pointed  out,  tb*  90-day  coa»«ot  period  la  particularly  difficult 
for  thoaa  Ln  the  oil  and  gas  business  for  who*  this  is  the  busiest 
tlea  of  the  year.  Vlth  so  «uch  tijaa  and  effort  required  to  produce 
the  draft,  it  seaea  raasonabla  to  pecsUt  a formal  cossant  period  of 
greater  than  90  days. 

Another  concern  that  hat  coae  to  ey  attentioc  from  the  oil  and 
gas  industry  it  that,  while  the  Resource  Xaaagaoent  flan  states 
that  it  it  based  in  part  upon  public  input  and  Inwolvaaent  during 
the  scoping  period  and  free  the  inter-diaclplihary  tasAS  that  vara 
foreed,  it  does  not  appear  to  the  oil  and  gaa  Industry  that  its 
substantive  coansents  have  been  incorporated  or  addrasaad  in  the 
Draft  Reaource  Kanagesent  Plan.  Although  the  tuxeeu  of  Land 
Kanagement  has  a aulti-f aceted  objective,  the  fedaral  Lead  folicY 
Kanagesaent  Act  of  1971  requires  the  Bureao  to  adainistar  federal 
lands  to  address  the  aultiple  demands  placed  on  the  public  lands 
and  to  aaintain  a sustaioad  yield  frcei  the  resources  contained 
thereon.  I am  concamad  tiut  the  oil  and  gas  industry  Ln 
Southeastern  Rev  Kexlco  as  veil  as  the  entire  oil  and  gas  industry 
has  been  severely  weaXanad  by  ovar  regulation. 

To  the  extent  that  the  oil  and  gas  Industry  has  provided  and 
will  provide  coeoants  and  ideas  that  would  help  the  Bureau 
streamline  its  operations  and  avoid  unnecessary,  unaconoalc,  and 
burdensene  regulations,  stipulations  and  conditions,  X hope  that 
you  will  address  these  concerns  before  finalising  the  Resource 
Kanagement  flan.  X trust  that  the  Bureau  will  undertake 
substantial  analysis  and  give  serious  attention  to  the  concerns 
raised.  The  wellbeing  of  the  citixans  and  the  health  and  vitality 
of  the  consunities  in  Southaostam  Raw  Xexico  are  significantly 
dependant  upon  a healthy  and  viable  oil  and  gas  industry. 

CM  e>,«r.  fw  19m  ««  fie ’■I  SjiS-n  m 


Ks . Cone 
Psg#  3 


Pinslly,  to  the  extant  that  the  Resourca  Kanagement  flan  can 
provide  a framework  for  the  efficient  operation  of  our  federal 
eaployeas  In  managing  the  federal  lands  snd  to  reduce  the  impact  of 
govamnant  on  our  fedaral  oil  snd  gas  lassses,  grsting  lessaat, 
racrsatlonal  ussrs,  snd  other  demands  pisced  on  the  public  lends, 
I SDCoursgs  you  to  develop  such  s plsn.  Obviously,  during  this 

fsrlod  of  our  historv,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  aod  other 
s^e^al  sgenctea  will  be  under  increasing  pressure  to  downsiso 
thsir  operation  ss  s result  of  substontisl  budget  constrsists  that 
have  been  demanded  by  the  eititens  of  the  United  Ststea. 

Tbasa  are  difficult  snd  complex  Issuat,  and  the  need  for 
regulation  to  protect  national  rasourcaa  it  unquestioned. 
Achieving  the  right  degree  and  kind  of  regulation  to  accompliah 
valued  public  purposes  without  undue  limitation  on  other  legitimate 
intaresta  should,  ia  my  view,  be  our  objective.  I know  you  are 
striving  to  do  that  under  difficult  clrcueutancss , snd  1 wish  you 
great  success  in  the  these  efforts.  I would  be  pleased  to  try  to 
help  In  any  way  I possibly  could. 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  requests  and 
observations. 


fata  V.  Doaenlci 
United  States  Saostor 


PVD.TCg 


8-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Senator  Domenici  in 
response  to  his  letter.) 

We  have  had  three  requests  for  an  extension  of  our 
90-day  comment  period  on  the  Draft  Roswell  Resource 
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(RMP/EIS)  and  Draft  Carlsbad  Resource  Management 
Plan  Amendment/Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(RMPA/EIS).  We  realize  that  the  holiday  season  and 
year-end  business  activities  put  strains  on  the  time  of 
people  who  want  to  review  the  RMP/RMPA/EIS. 
Therefore,  we  carefully  considered  those  requests  and 
have  formally  extended  the  comment  period  from 
February  1,  1995  to  March  1,  1995. 

8-2  With  regard  to  the  involvement  of  the  oil  and  gas 
industry  in  development  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS, 
we  have  taken  extra  steps  to  ensure  the  involvement 
of  the  industry  in  development  of  the  draft  document. 
For  example,  industry  representatives  were  invited  to 
participate  in  the  formulation  of  the  alternatives  that 
are  analyzed  in  the  EIS.  During  the  development  of 
the  draft  document,  the  industry  has  had  briefings, 
including  two  recent  briefings  during  our  November 
and  December  (1994)  industry  committee  meetings. 
We  have  developed  summary  tables  on  oil  and  gas 
topics  and  provided  them  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry, 
to  aid  in  their  review  of  the  draft  document.  We  also 
have  provided  the  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas 
Association's  Resource  Management  Plan 
Subcommittee  with  the  text  of  the  RMP/RMPA/EIS  on 
computer  disk  to  facilitate  their  preparation  of 
comments.  We  have  been  very  active  in  including  the 
oil  and  gas  industry  in  our  efforts,  and  we  look  forward 
to  receiving  the  comments  of  the  oil  and  gas  industry 
on  the  draft  document.  At  the  same  time,  we  must 
ensure  that  all  user  groups  and  individuals  who  have 
an  interest  in  the  management  of  the  public  lands 
have  an  equal  opportunity  for  comment  and  that  all 
comments  receive  equal  analysis  and  treatment. 

8-3  In  developing  alternatives  for  management  of  oil 
and  gas  operations  on  public  land  (including  federal 
mineral  estate),  we  have  attempted  to  standardize  and 
formalize  our  requirements.  We  have  made 
substantial  effort  to  eliminate  differences  in 
management  between  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad 
resource  areas,  so  that  oil  and  gas  operators  will  have 
only  one  set  of  requirements.  We  have  worked  hard 
to  ensure  our  standard  operating  procedures  are 
reasonable  and  have,  in  fact,  extended  their 
application  to  all  users  of  the  public  lands,  not  just  the 
oil  and  gas  industry. 

We  have  addressed  a full  range  of  alternatives  for 
management  of  the  public  lands  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMP/VEIS.  Each  alternative  provides  a different 
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mix  of  management  emphases  for  consideration  and 
comment  by  reviewers  of  the  document.  Each 
alternative  addresses  the  needs  of  users  of  the  public 
lands  with  needs  for  resource  conservation,  according 
to  the  management  emphasis  for  that  alternative.  We 
believe  our  preferred  alternative  successfully  balances 
the  varied  uses  of  the  public  lands. 
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To<n  Ajneebury 
1060?  Dolores  Dr. 

Grass  Valley,  CA  9S945 
(916)  275-9520 


November  18.  1994 


Bureau  of  Land  Kanagement 
Attn:  David  Scout,  R>1P/BIS  Leader 
1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roswell.  New  Mexico  08201-2019 


Re:  Inclusion  of  40  acre  parcel,  T6S,  RISB.  Sec  27,  NW,  SWM, 

for  Public  Lands  Disposal. 


9-1  The  40-acre  parcel  of  public  land  (T.  8 S.,  R.  15 
E.,  N.M.P.M.,  Section  27,  NW1/4SW1/4)  nominated 
in  your  letter  has  been  added  to  Appendix  10  in  the 
Proposed  RMP  as  land  that  may  be  suitable  for 
consideration  for  disposal. 


Dear  Mr  ScouC : 


I rnade  an  error  in  the  legal  description  in  my  previous 
letter  requesting  the  disposal  of  this  SO  acre  parcel.  The 
township  should  have  been  T8S  and  not  T8N,  as  this  property  is  in 
Lincoln  County.  Attached  is  a copy  of  a USPS  map  with  he  parcel 
circled. 

Again,  I request  that  this  40  acre  parcel  be  added  to 
Appendix  10  and  included  in  both  Alternatives  ’B*  and  *8* . This 
parcel  has  a legal  description  of;  T8S,  R15B,  Sec  27,  mwk,  SWM. 

I am  a adjacent  land  owner  to  this  parcel  and  would  like  the 
opportunity  to  purchase  it. 

I apologize  for  the  inconvenience  of  my  error.  Please 
advise  me  of  the  status  of  my  request. 


Sincerely; 


7'  / 


/ 

Tom  Amesbury 
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StaU  of  New  Mexico 
ENVIBONMEST  DEPAimfENT 

Harold  KanAcU  Buiidx^ 

1190  St  Francis  Dnu*,  ^.0.  hox  tOllO 
Sant4  Fe.  Ntw  Utxtco  97S07 
f506)  i27  2A50 


November  30,  1994 


David  Stout,  RPM/BIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rosvell  Dletrlct  Office 
1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 


940853 


fvomu  tifotoeA 

UCJUTaJT 

ecHCxitiy 

wvn  MCixT  Air 


RE:  DRA7T  RESOURCE  KAKRCeXEKT  PLAN  EKVIROKMEHTRL  IMPACT  STATEMCHT 

rOR  THE  ROSWELL  RESOURCE  AREA,  ROSWELL,  NEW  MEXICO;  AK1>  DRATT 
RESOURCE  KANACEMDTP  PLAN  AKEKDKEHT  EKVIRONMEMTAL  IMPACT 
STATCHEMT  POR  THE  CARLSBAD  RESOURCE  AREA,  CARLSBAD.  HEW 
MEXICO;  U.8.  DEPARTMEKT  OP  THE  INTERIOR,  BUREAU  OP  LAND 
MANAGEMENT,  ROSWELL  DISTRICT  OFFICE,  SEPTEMBER  1994 


The  above-referenced  document  hae  been  reviewed  by  Department 
staff;  the  following  comroente,  based  on  that  review,  reflect  three 
principal  areas  of  concern. 


1 


1.  Several  segments  of  the  Pecos  River  and  Its  tributaries, 
located  within  the  Carlsbad  and  Roswell  Resource  Management  Areas, 
are  listed  In  The  State  of  New  Mexico  Water  Ouallty  Control 
Conwl sslon* s Water  Quality  and  Pollution  Control  In  New  Mexico 
1992 . (May,  1992),  as  not  fully  supporting  designated  or  attainable 
uses.  These  stream  segments  are: 

•The  Pecos  River  from  Rio  Penasco  to  Salt  Creek; 

-Pecos  River  from  Salt  Creek  to  Sumner  Dam; 

-Pecos  River  from  Black  River  to  Lower  Tansil  Dan; 

-Pecos  River  from  New  Mexico-Texas  border  to  Black  River; 

-Black  River; 

-Delaware  River  from  mouth  to  New  Mexico-Texas  border; 

-Rio  Bonlto  from  confluence  with  Rio  Ruldoso  to  Angus  Canyon. 


10-1  Nothing  in  the  Roswell  RMP/EIS  and  Carlsbad 
RMPA/EIS  should  be  construed  as  permitting  or 
condoning  actions  that  would  violate  Federal  or  State 
pollution  control  laws,  regulations,  or  standards  (43 
CFR  1610.3-2(a)).  The  quote  in  the  letter,  "Further 
degradation  of  water  quality  would  be  prevented 
whenever  practical  (sic)..."  (referencing  the  Draft  RMP) 
refers  to  the  Antidegradation  Policy  and 
Implementation  Plan  defined  by  the  New  Mexico 
Water  Quality  Control  Commission  in  Water  Quality 
Standards  for  Interstate  and  Intrastate  Streams  in  New 
Mexico  (1991)  and  restated  in  the  State  of  New 
Mexico  Standards  for  Interstate  and  Intrastate  Streams 
(1995).  This  policy  states  in  part,  that  "Degradation  of 
waters  the  quality  of  which  is  better  than  the  stream 
standards. ..is  not  reasonable  degradation. ..unless  it  is 
justifiable  as  a result  of  necessary  economic  and 
social  development." 

Under  Alternative  B,  actions  for  economic  or  social 
development  that  are  allowable  under  the 
Antidegradation  Policy  would  be  disapproved  by  the 
BLM  when  it  is  determined  that  unnecessary  water 
quality  degradation  would  occur.  Minor,  short-term 
impacts  with  no  residual  effects  could  be  permitted 
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David  Stout 
Paga  2 

Novaabar  30,  1994 


Tha  follovlng  goal  atateoent  la  provided  under  Xltarnativaa  B and 
B (pleaaa  aaa  tha  affected  anvironeent  aectiona): 

'Maintain  or  iaprova  tha  quality  of  surface  watara  to 
aupport  all  designated  uses  listed  by  tha  New  Mexico 
Water  Quality  Control  COAmiasion  (WQCC  91>1  Ajaendaent  1). 

Water  quality  would  be  based  on  tha  general  and  specific 
straaa  standards  outlined  by  the  WQCC.* 

However,  tha  'Surface  Water  Manageaent*  section  for  each  of  tha 
four  action  alternatives  states:  'Further  degradation  of  water 

quality  would  be  prevented  whenever  practical....'  It  is  iaportant 
to  eaphasisa  that  Water  >jality  Standards  apply  at  all  tiees;  tha 
coaplianoa  with  standards  is  a matter  of  law,  not  oonvenlenoa.  Any 
activity  which  causes  a violation  of  a water  quality  standard,  even 
in  tha  short  term,  is  unacceptable  to  the  Department.  We  strongly 
recommend  that  all  action  alternatives  incorporate  as  a goal  strict 
conplianca  with  state  water  quality  standards. 

We  should  note  in  this  regard  that  Section  74-6>10.1  B.  of  the  New 
Mexico  Water  Quality  Act  states:  'Any  Person  who  violates  any 

provision  of  tha  Water  Quality  Act  other  than  Section  74-4-5  NMSA 
1978  or  any  person  who  violates  any  regulation,  water  quality 
standard  or  coepllance  order  adopted  pursuant  to  that  act  shall  be 
assessed  civil  penalties  up  to  tha  askount  of  ten  thousand  dollars 
($10,000)  per  day  for  each  violation.*  A 'Person*  is  defined  in 
this  case  (Section  74-6-2.  H)  as  '...an  individual  or  any  other 
entity  including  partnerships,  corporations,  associations, 
responsible  business  or  associations  agents  or  officers,  the  state 
or  a political  subdivision  of  the  state  or  any  agency,  department 
or  instrximentallty  of  the  United  States  and  any  of  its  officers, 
agents  or  employees.* 


2 


2.  The  second  problematic  area  ooncems  the  number  of  apparent 
inconsistencies  present  between  the  total  rlparian\wetland  habitat 
acreages  listed  in  Table  102  (p.  3-69)  and  those  that  appear  in  the 
text.  For  example: 

-On  page  3-68  under  the  heading  of  'Overflow  Wetlands',  it  is 
stated  that  about  700  acres  of  wetland  habitat  are  contained  in 


under  Alternative  B.  Under  Alternative  E (Preferred), 
and  the  Proposed  Plan,  exceptions  could  be  made  for 
proposed  actions  on  a case-by-case  basis,  but  those 
actions  still  would  never  violate  water  quality  standards 
or  the  Antidegradation  Policy. 


10-2  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  Refer  to  Table  34.  Table  102  has  been 
modified  and  reprinted  to  differentiate  between  riparian 
and  wetland  acreages  on  public  lands.  Table  102  also 
includes  clarifications  and  updated  information  on 
springs  and  seeps,  the  Rio  Bonito,  and  other  areas 
with  wetlands  or  riparian  areas.  Additionally  Tables 
102.1  and  102.1  have  been  added  to  Chapter  3 to 
provide  information  about  playa  lakes  and  springs. 
Refer  to  the  Proposed  Plan  for  those  tables. 


David  Stout 
Faga  3 

Hovembmr  30,  1994 


th.  overflow  Wetl.rvJ..  T.bl.  102  (Xr...  ot  Rlp.rl.n/W.tl.nd 

HaMtet  Roswell  Resource  Area,  p.  3-69)  lists  300  scrss  of  Overflow 
Wetlands  and  250  seres  of  Sal.do  CrseR  Wetlands. 

-Another  erample  of  Inconsistency  can  be  found  on  ^ge  3-69  w^^ 
It^s  stated  that  '...the  BLM  has  acquired  about  430  acres  alor^ 
th«  Rio  Bonito  (aometlmes  referred  to  aa  Tract  4),  to  manage  for 
TvarlStrof  riparian  values.*  Table  102  lists  a total  of  210 
acres  of  riparian  habitat  along  the  Rio  Bonito. 

total  8 springs  (no  seeps)  affecting  11  acres. 

It  Is  Indeed  unclear  whether  all  rlparlan/wetland  area,  have  been 
1 In  rYitt  total  rioar  lan/wetland  habitat  acreagee.  The 

i:pirt:^nt  and  It.  SurfaTwUer  Ovality  Bureau  In  P«rtlcul.j^ 
interested  In  knowing  the  ..thod(.)  used  to  determine 
total  riparian  and  wetland  habitat  acreages. 

pollution  fall  under  this  heading. 


1.  Slopes  And  Fragile  Soils 

2.  Streaiis,  Rivers,  and  Floodplains 

3.  Playas  and  Alkali  Lakes 

4.  Springs,  Seeps  and  Tanks 


10-3  Comment  noted. 
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Th«  following  chart  contrasts  each  of  the  four  issues  and  compares 
how  eanageaent  strategies  differ  under  each  action  alternative. 


»ltenvitlv« 

B 

C 

D 

B 

Slopes  and 
Fragile  Soils 
(Occupancy  or  use 
slope  limits) 

10% 

30% 

20% 

20% 

Streams,  Rivers 
and  Floodplains 
(Buffar  atrip 
widths ) 

400 

Deter* 

none 

200  meters 
from  100  yr. 
floodplain 

200  Deter* 
fro«  100  yr. 
f loodpleln 

Flayas  and 
Alkali  Lalces 
(Buffer  strip 
widths) 

400 

meters 

none 

200  meters 

200  meters 

Springs,  Seeps 
and  Tanks 
(Buffer  strip 
widths ) 

400 

meters 

200  meters 

2(X)  meters 

200  meters 

The  Environment  Department  recommends  llaitlng  activities  to  those 
areas  where  (a)  the  slope  Is  less  than  10  percent,  (b)  a 400  meter 
buffer  strip  Is  present  between  any  soil  disturbing  activity  and 
riparian  areas,  and  (c)  a 200  meter  buffer  strip  Is  present  between 
any  soil  disturbing  activities  and  the  outer  edge  of  the  100  yeer 
flood  plain. 

This  combination  of  mitigation  measures  should  be  applied  to  all 
streams,  wetlands,  or  any  other  area  with  the  hydrological 
characteristics  of  carrying  water  on  or  near  the  surface.  Including 
Intermittent  and  ephemeral  drainages.  Since  rlparian/wetland 


David  Stout 
Page  S 

November  30,  1994 


I habitats  make  up  such  a small  portion  of  total  acreages  In  both 
resource  marvagement  areas,  adoption  of  these  mitigation  measures 
should  havs  little  effect  on  traditional  and/or  proposed  land  uses 
outlined  In  the  document  under  review. 


In  conclusion,  water,  particularly  because  of  Its  scarcity  in 
southeastern  New  Meslco,  must  be  given  priority  during  all  planning 
efforts  so  that  the  future  Integrity  of  this  resource  could  remain 
protected . 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document.  Please 
let  us  know  If  you  have  any  questions. 


Sincerely 


NMED  Pile  No.  B64ER 
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P 0 Box  637 

CifTuozo.  Nevk  Mexico  SS301 
October  21. 1994 


Mr  Tim  Kreager 

Area  Manager 

RosN^el)  Resource  Area 

BbTlEAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

P 0 BoxlS57 

RoswcU.  New  Mexico  t$202 

Dear  Mr  Kreager 

My  partner  and  I are  inieresied  in  selling  our  property  m Lincoln  County  which  is 
200  acres  next  to  the  Valley  of  Fires  Park  in  Camzoio 

We  would  consider  a land  exchange  for  property  of  simitar  value  Mv  telephone 
numbens  (505)646-2326 


Yours  truly. 


Amhonv  Sanch^' 


11-1  The  expression  of  interest  in  selling  or 
exchanging  private  lands  to  the  BLM  affects  the 
following  parcels,  totalling  200  acres. 

Lincoln  County 

T7S,  R10E,  N.M.P.M.,  Section  20;  Lot  2; 
E1/2NE1/4SE1/4; 

SE1/4NW1/4NE1/4SE1/4; 

SW1/4NE1/4SE1/4; 

SE1/4SE1/4NW1/4SE1/4; 

E1/2NE1/4SW1/4SE1/4; 

SW1/4NE1/4SW1/4SE1/4; 

E1/2SW1/4SW1/4SE1/4; 

SE1/4SW1/4SE1/4. 

(97.5  acres  in  Section  20). 

T7S,  R10E,  N.M.P.M.,  Section  29:  NW1/4NE1/4; 
N1/2SW1/4NE1/4  (MTP  shows 
this  as  part  of  Lot  18); 
N1/2SE1/4NW1/4  (MTP  shows 
this  as  part  of  Lot  17); 
W1/2NE1/4NE1/4  (MTP  shows 
this  as  part  of  Lot  15); 
NW1/4NE1/4NE1/4NE1/4  (MTP 

shows  this  as  part  of  Lot  1 5) 

(102.5  acres  in  Section  29). 

We  have  added  these  parcels  to  Appendix  9 in  the 
Proposed  RMP  as  lands  that  may  be  suitable  for 
consideration  for  acquisition,  to  further  BLM 
management  goals  and  policies. 
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Novembef  14,  1994 


Tim  Kreager,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Drawer  1857 
Roswell.  N M 88201 

Dear  Mr  Kreager, 

As  I mentioned  m my  letter  to  you  of  September  8.  1994,  we  have  purchased  the  ranch 
that  your  office  refers  to  as  the  Riley  Place  #63058  It  is  located  30  miles  west  of 
Roswell  just  inside  Lincoln  County  We  are  interested  m acquiring  all  the  federal  land 
that  IS  interspersed  with  the  private  land  we  purchased  Attached  will  be  the  legal 
description  of  the  land  in  question  Would  you  please  let  uS  luKiw  if  this  is  possible 
and  if  so  what  steps  we  need  to  take  to  imeaie  the  process 

Again  sincere  appreciation  lor  your 


Leon  and  Teresa  Ham 


cc  Chuck  Schmidt 


Federal  Land  Legal  Locations  on 
Riley  Place  Ranch  - Leon  s Teresa  Has 


12-1  We  have  evaluated  the  lands  nominated  for 
consideration  for  disposal.  The  lands  listed 
immediately  below  were  identified  in  Appendix  10  of 
the  Draft  RMP  as  among  those  lands  that  may  be 
suitable  for  consideration  for  disposal. 


Lincoln  County 

T10S,  R19E,  Section  13:  E1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T10S,  R19E,  Section  24:  S1/2N1/2;  160.00 

The  lands  listed  immediately  below  may  be  suitable  for 
consideration  for  disposal.  The  legal  descriptions  of 
these  lands  have  been  added  to  Appendix  10  in  the 
Proposed  RMP. 

Lincoln  County 

T10S,  R19E,  Section  25:  N1/2;  320.00  acres 

T10S,  R20E,  Section  18:  SW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 
SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

W1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T10S,  R20E,  Section  19:  Lot  1;  40.70  acres; 

Lot  3;  40.64  acres; 

Lot  4;  40.61  acres; 

N1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 

NE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4;  160.00  acres; 


Township  10  South,  Rangt  19  East,  NMPM 
Section  13:  ElSEl 

Section  24;  SINJ 
Section  25:  Ml,  NiSi 


Township  to  South,  Range  20  East,  KMPM 


Section  17 
Section  18 
Section  19 
Section  20 
Section  28 

Section  29 
Section  30 
Section  31 
Section  33 


Si  and  SiN| 

SEiNWi,  SWiNEi,  EiSHi,  and  WiSEi 

Loti  1,  3,  and  4,  NEiNVi,  NiNEl,  EiSWi,  SEJ 

SEi,  SlNEi,  SEiNVfi,  EiSWi 

EiNWi,  swiNWi,  wiHXi  (portion  west  of  fence), 
SWiSWlNEi  (portion  west  of  fence),  NWiSm 
SEINWI,  wiNEi 
Lot  2,  SEiNEi 
EiNEi 
SEiNWi 


T10S,  R20E,  Section  30:  SE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T10S,  R20E,  Section  31:  E1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T10S,  R20E,  Section  33:  SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 

The  parcels  listed  immediately  below  have  high 
recreational  values  and  do  not  meet  the  criteria  for 
consideration  for  disposal. 

Lincoln  County 

T10S,  R19E,  Section  25:  N1/2S1/2;  160.00  acres 


T10S,  R20E,  Section  17:  SI/2;  320.00  acres; 
S1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres 


T10S,  R20E,  Section  20:  S1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4;  160.00  acres 
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T10S,  R20E,  Section  28:  1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SW1/4SW1/4NE1/4;  20.00  acres; 
E1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SW1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T10S,  R20E,  Section  29:  W1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T10S,  R20E,  Section  30:  Lot  2;  40.48  acres 
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November  23,  1W4 


Hde&  MQkr 

Bureau  of  Land  Manifcment 
RosweO  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Bo»  H57 
Roiwdl.  New  Mexico  SS202 


Dear  Ms.  Miller 

This  Icucr  b 1 fonnaJ  request  lo  purchase  ibe  following  described  Public  Lands  from  the 
Bureau  of  Land  ManagemesL 

This  land  ii  located  within  AHotzoeot  IV62077. 

Description  of  Public  Lands; 

SE1/4SW1/4  Section  2t.  T.  7 N.,  R.  22  E.,  KMPM; 

that  portion  of  NW1/4SWI/4  Section  29,  T.  7 R.  22  E.  lying 

soalheaat  of  Midway  203. 

E1f2El/2,  SWl/4  Section  33.  T.  7 N..  R.  22  E. 

Wlf2KWl/4,  SWl/2  Section  34,  T.  7 N.,  R.  22  B. 

EI/2NE1/4.  NW1/4NEI/4,  NI/2KW1/4  Section  4,  T.  6 N..  R.  22  B 
NE1/4NE1/4,  NEI/4NWI/4  Section  5,  T.  6 N.,  R.  22  E. 

S1/2NW1/4.  NEI/4SW1/4  KE1/4SEI/4  Section  I.  T.  6 N..  R.  22  E. 
SI/2NW1/4.  KW1/4SW1/4  Section  9,  T.  6 N..  R.  22  E.  NMPM 

Please  sdvbe  me  of  your  agencies  decisioo  on  this  request 


StoceTtly, 


( Cl  \ 

Richard  C.  Maoiiing 


13-1  We  have  evaluated  the  lands  you  nominated  for 
disposal.  The  legal  land  descriptions  stated  in  the 
letter  are  incorrect  for  Sections  4,  5,  8,  and  9 in  T.  6 
N.,  R.  22  E.  A review  of  the  Master  Title  Plats 
indicates  the  correct  legal  descriptions  are  as  follows: 

Guadalupe  County 

T6N,  R22E,  N.M.P.M.,  Section  4:  Lot  1;  41.31  acres; 
Lot  2;  41 .29  acres; 

Lot  3;  41 .27  acres; 

Lot  4;  41 .25  acres; 

SE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T6N,  R22E,  Section  8:  S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 
NE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NE1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T6N,  R22E,  Section  9:  S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 
NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T7N,  R22E,  Section  28:  SE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T7N,  R22E,  Section  29:  NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T7N,  R22E,  Section  33:  E1/2E1/2;  160.00  acres 

T7N,  R22E,  Section  34:  W1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SW1/4;  160.00  acres 


These  parcels  of  public  land  have  been  added  to 
Appendix  10  in  the  Proposed  RMP  as  lands  that  may 
be  suitable  for  consideration  for  disposal. 
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D«partm«nt  qI  Cnargy 
A/t«  O0ca 
a 0 ftoi  9090 
CanstAd.  Nr«  Masco  Wi2^ 

OEC  M 


David  Scout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roavell  District  Office 
1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roswell.  NH  88201-2019 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 


The  U.S.  Department  of  Energy's  (DOE)  Carlsbad  Xrea  Office  (CAO) 
appreciates  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  Draft 
Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(RMP/EIS)  and  the  Draft  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMPA/EIS) . 

The  following  paragraphs,  concerning  the  Waste  Isolation  Pilot 
Plant  (WIPP)  land  withdrawal  area,  are  suggested  for  inclusion 
under  the  heading  WITHDRAWALS  on  page  3-8. 

In  October  of  1992,  the  WIPP  Land  Withdrawal  Act  (LWA) , 
Public  Law  109-579,  withdrew  10.240  acres  of  land  from  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BIX)  and  transferred 
custodianship  to  the  DOE.  The  region  is  located  26  eiles 
east  of  Carlsbad  within  Township  22  S.,  Range  31  E..  in  an 
area  )cnown  as  Los  MedaAos.  This  federal  project  is  known  as 
Che  WIPP,  and  the  area  and  its  subsurface  are  intended  for 
use  as  a research  and  development  facility.  WIPP  is  to 
demonstrate  the  safe  disposal  of  mixed  wastes  (hazardous  and 
radioactive)  resulting  from  defense  activities  and  programs 
of  the  United  States.  Disposal  of  the  mixed  wastes  will  be 
in  a geologic  repository  2150  feet  beneath  the  surface 
within  a salt  formation. 


Section  4 of  the  WIPP  LWA  requires  a land  management  plan 
for  the  withdrawal  area.  The  WIPP  Land  Management  Plan 
(DOE/WIPP  LMP  93-004)  has  been  written  in  cooperation  with 
the  BLM  and  the  State  of  New  Mexico.  The  WIPP  Land 
Management  Implementation  Plan  (DOE/WlPP  94-026)  provides 
for  multi-agency  involvement  in  the  administration  of  WIPP 
land  management  actions  and  formalizes  standard  land 
management  practices  within  the  WIPP  withdrawal  area. 
Commitments  contained  in  current  permits,  agreements,  or 
concurrent  Memoranda  of  Understanding  with  other  agencies 
(e.g.;  State  of  New  Mexico.  Department  of  the  Interior)  are 
adhered  to  when  addressing  and  evaluating  land  use 
management  activities  and  future  amendments  that  affect  Che 
management  of  WIPP  lands. 


14-1  Because  we  are  publishing  an  abbreviated  Final 
EIS,  we  will  not  be  reprinting  Chapter  3 of  the 
Carlsbad  RMPA/EIS  in  its  entirety.  We  have 
addressed  your  comments  in  Chapter  3 of  the 
Proposed  RMP/\/EIS  and  in  Table  34. 


Mr.  David  Stout 
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DEC  M 


Again,  thank  you  for  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  this  review 
and  we  look  forward  to  sending  a representative  to  the  public 
hearing  on  January  11.  1995.  It  was  noted  that  we  did  not 
receive  a response  card,  but  would  like  you  to  update  your 
mailing  list  with  the  letterhead  address.  If  you  have  any 
questions,  please  call  Beth  Bennington  of  my  staff,  at 
(505)  234-8132. 

Sincerely 

t.  R.  Hunter,  Chief 

WIPP  Site  Branch 


cc : 

L.  Cone,  BLM 
C.  Dials,  CAO 
p.  Sallani.  CAO 
J.  Mewhinney,  CAO 
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T & E,  Inc. 

P 0.  Box  3504 

Lit  Cruces.  New  Mexico  S6003 
Tt(.  I Fu  (SOS)  S21-3314 


December  6,  1994 


David  Slout.  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roswell  Oistncf  (Dffice 
1717  Wes)  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201-2019 

Dear  Mr,  Stout; 

We  nave  just  begun  our  analysis  ol  Roswell  Area  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan/  Environmental  Impact  Stalement.  but  because  ol  our  special  interest  in 
protection  of  biologicalty  unique  areas  we  immediately  skipped  back  to  your  plans  for 
special  management  areas.  We  are  amazed  and  quite  unhappy  that  your  proposal 
does  not  Include  a designation  of  Area  ol  Critical  Environmental  Concern  lor  the 
Carrizozo  Maipais  Area  otTier  than  lor  the  associated  caves.  We  fully  agree  with  the 
very  strong  recommendation  from  the  New  Mexico  Field  ofTice  ol  The  Nature 
Conservancy  to  give  a significant  part  ol  Ihis  area  special  designation  because  of  the 
uniqueness  ol  the  vegetation  of  the  area  and  the  recent-age  lava  flows  Why  was  this 
recommendation  not  acknowledged  in  your  dralt  plan  and  how  do  you  intend  to 
properly  identify  the  natural  value  ol  this  area  in  the  absence  of  some  special 
management  designation  ? 


940864 


Sincerely.  , 

Thomas  H Wootten 


Copies  Terry  Sullivan,  The  Nature  Conservancy 
Roger  Peterson,  Sierra  Ctub 


,4  not  for  profit  corporation  iaioatii  to  apprtciation  and  conjervatton  of  our  notur  flora  and  fauna. 


15-1  Management  of  the  Carrizozo  Maipais  area  is 
discussed  in  each  of  the  five  alternatives  in  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS,  under  the  heading  of  "Wilderness 
Management."  Although  the  option  of  proposing  the 
Carrizozo  Maipais  area  as  an  ACEC  is  a 
consideration,  much  of  the  Maipais  is  within  two 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  and  we  believe  that  a 
wilderness  designation  would  provide  stronger 
management.  If  Congress  decides  not  to  designate 
the  area  as  wilderness,  we  would  propose  the  area  for 
designation  as  a National  Conservation  Area. 

Regardless  of  the  designation,  we  have  provided  for 
stringent  management  to  protect  this  area.  For 
example,  under  The  Preferred  Alternative  (which 
embodies  "Management  Common  to  All  Alternatives," 
as  do  each  of  the  other  alternatives),  we  propose  to 
protect  and  manage  the  Carrizozo  Maipais  area  by 
applying  the  following  management  actions: 

- Manage  for  roadless  recreational  opportunities; 

- Close  to  OHV  use; 

- Close  to  oil  and  gas  leasing; 

- Withdraw  from  mineral  entry; 

- Close  to  solid  mineral  leasing; 

- Closed  to  mineral  material  disposal; 

- Exclude  major  right-of-ways;  and, 

- Pursue  the  acquisition  of  about  1 0,000  acres  of  state 
and  private  lands  in  and  adjacent  to  the  area,  to 
enhance  manageability  and  to  provide  access. 


Although  we  have  not  proposed  this  area  as  an  ACEC, 
we  believe  we  have  prepared  the  framework  for  its 
future  management  and  protection. 
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%co  Noarn  MAIN 
i^iM  «01 
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Oecen>b*r  9,  1994 


Mr.  David  Stout 
RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
BLM'Roawell  District  Office 
1717  W.  2nd  Street 
Roswell.  NM  88201 

Dear  Hr.  Stout. 

This  letter  is  for  the  purpose  of  commenting  on  Appendix  10 
(lands  identified  for  disposal)  contained  in  the  Draft  Resource 
Mar.agerent  Plan  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  Attached  is  a 
list  of  legal  descriptions  covering  approxirately  6500  acres  of 
selected  tracts  in  OeBaca  and  Guadalupe  Counties  that  we  would 
li)ce  added  to  the  disposal  list  for  the  indicated  ranchers. 

Thanlc  you  for  your  consideration  in  malciog  these  additions  to 
your  disposal  list. 


Sincerely. 


Ron  Green 
/dg 

Leslie  Cone.  BLM 


16-1  We  addressed  the  parcels  of  public  land  you 
nominated  for  addition  to  our  list  of  lands  that  may  be 
suitable  for  consideration  for  disposal,  as  follows: 

The  following  lands  have  been  added  to  Appendix  10, 
the  lands  that  may  be  suitable  for  consideration  for 
disposal: 

De  Baca  County 

T01S,  R23E,  Section  26:  W1/2W1/2;  160.00  acres 

T01N,  R21E,  Section  24:  SE1/4SE1/4;  160.00  acres 

JOIN,  R22E,  Section  11:  W1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 
NW1/4;  160.00  acres 

T01N,  R22E,  Section  19:  NE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres 

JOIN,  R22E,  Section  20:  NW1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 
SE1/4;  160.00  acres 

JOIN,  R22E,  Section  21:  NE1/4;  160.00  acres; 

SI/2;  320.00  acres 

JOIN,  R22E,  Section  22:  SW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T01N,  R22E,  Section  28:  W1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 
NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 


April  20,  19»4 


Th.  BLK  L.ndt  listed  below  h.ve  been  requested  by  the  ellotee.  to 
be  placed  on  the  disposal  list  for  exchange.  These  lands  are  all 
located  In  the  hoswell  Resource  Area. 


DE  BACA  COUNTY: 


Mlhe  Helton 


T7N  R25E 

Sec.  24  SEl/4,  SW1/4NE1/4 
TIN  R26E 

Sec.  30  Nvn/4MWl/4 


El  Yeso  Ranch  (Overton) 

TIN  R20E 
Sec.  33  All 

TIN  R21E 

Sec.  1 Lots  1,2, 3, 4 

Sec.  5 Lots  l,2,3,4,Sl/2Nl/2 

Sec.  e Lot  1,2.3,  SE1/4NE1/4 

Sec.  11  NE1/4SE1/4 

Sec.  12  NW1/4SW1/4 

Sec.  29  N1/2N1/2 

TIN  R22E 

Sec.  5 NW1/4SE1/4 

Sec.  7 Lot  4,  SE1/4SW1/4 

T2N  R20E 

Sec.  24  SW1/4SW1/4 
Sec.  25  S1/2SE1/4 


T2M  R21E 

Sec.  20  N1/2NW1/4 
Sec.  30  NE1/4NE1/4,  Lot 
Sec.  31  Lots  1,2 
acres 


2000.14 


Guadalupe  County 

T05N,  R19E,  Section  24:  N1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 
E1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

N1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres 

T05N,  R20E,  Section  5:  Lot  1;  39.23  acres; 

Lot  2;  39.30  acres; 

Lot  3;  39.37  acres; 

S1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres; 

NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T05N,  R20E,  Section  9:  N1/2;  320.00  acres 

T05N,  R20E,  Section  18:  Lot  1;  39.42  acres; 

Lot  2;  39.46  acres; 

Lot  3;  39.50  acres; 

Lot  4;  39.54  acres; 

NE1/4;  160.00  acres; 

E1/2W1/2;  160.00  acres; 

W1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T05N,  R20E,  Section  19;  Lot  1;  39.56  acres; 
NE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 


1 
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GUADALUPE  COUNTY t 

B«CC1< 

stovell  (Allotment  620361 

T6N  R18E 

Sec.  3 

Lots  364  S1/2NW1/4,  5W1/4 

Sec.  9 

SE1/4NW1/4 

Sec.  10 

NEl/4 

Sec.  11 

N1/2N1/2 

Sec.  12 

Thet  portion  of  NW1/4NW1/4 

within  the  allotment 

715 

acres 

Baeza  4 

Baeza 

T6N  R20E 
Sec.  12 

E1/2NW1/4 

Sec.  10 

E1/2NE1/4 

T6N  R19E 
Sec.  1 

S1/2N1/2 

Sec.  4 

S1/2S1/2 

Sec.  12 

N1/2SW1/4 

Sec.  15 

SE1/4SW1/4 

Sec.  27 

KE1/4NW1/4 

T7H  R19E 
Sec.  35 

NE1/4SE1/4,  N1/2SW1/4,  SE1/4SW1/4 

780 

acres 

Ernesto  Chevei 

T6n  R23E 
Sec.  18 

S1/2NE1/4,  SE1/4NW1/4,  N1/2S1/2 

280 

acres 

Llf‘\  NoS 

LuiMnee  Inc.  (Caballero) 

T6N  R20E 
Sec.  23 

NEl/4 

Sec.  31 

SW1/4SE1/4 

T5N  R19E 

Sec.  24  N1/2NE1/4,  E1/2NW1/4,  N1/2SW1/4 

T5N  R20E 
Sec.  5 
Sec.  9 

Lots  1,2,3,  S1/2NE1/4  S1/2NW1/4,  NW1/4SW1/4 
N1  / 2 

Sec.  18 

Lots  4, 5, 6, 7,  NEl/4  E1/2W1/2,  N1/2SE1/4 

Sec.  19 

Lot  4.  NE1/4KW1/4 

1718 

acres 

3 

DE  BACA  COONTY  CONTINUED: 

Ton  MiCchtll 
TIN  R21E 

S«c.  24  SE1/4SE1/4 
TIN  R22t 

S«c.  11  W1/2NE1/4,  KWl/4 

Sec.  19  HE1/4NE1/4 

Sec.  20  NW1/4NW1/4,  SEl/4 

Sec.  21  NEl/4.  Sl/2 

Sec.  22  SW1/4NE1/4 

Sec.  28  SH1/4NW1/4,  NW1/4SW1/4 

Cher  lea  Dcea 

TIS  R23E 
Sec.  26  W/2W/2 


1411.3  acre* 

160  ecrcc 

Totel  ecrce  1641.3 


T06N,  R18E,  Section  3:  Lot  3;  42.27  acres; 

Lot  4;  42.31  acres; 

S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SW1/4;  160.00  acres 

T06N,  R18E,  Section  9:  SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

T06N,  R18E,  Section  10:  NE1/4;  160.00  acres 

TOON,  R18E,  Section  11:  N1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres 

TOON,  R19E,  Section  1:  S1/2S1/2;  160.00  acres 

TOON,  R19E,  Section  12:  N1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres 

T06N,  R19E,  Section  15:  SE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T06N,  R20E,  Section  10:  E1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T06N,  R20E,  Section  12;  E1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres 

T06N,  R20E,  Section  23;  NE1/4;  160.00  acres 

TOON,  R20E,  Section  31:  SW1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T06N,  R23E,  Section  18;  Lot  3;  38.98  acres; 

Lot  4:  38.86  acres; 

S1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

N1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T07N,  R19E,  Section  35:  W1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NE1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

The  following  lands  will  not  be  added  to  Appendix  10, 
as  they  do  not  meet  the  criteria  for  isolated  tracts 
listed  in  Appendix  8. 

Guadalupe  County 

T06N,  R19E,  Section  4:  S1/2S1/2;  160.00  acres 


TOON,  R19E,  Section  27:  NE1/4NW1/4;  80.00  acres 


The  following  lands  already  are  on  the  list  of  lands  that 
may  be  suitable  for  consideration  for  disposal. 


Guadalupe  County 

T06N,  R18E,  Section  12:  NW1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 
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December  I4,  1994 

Ml  Leslie  Cone 

Bureau  of  Land  Maiugemeot 

1717  West  Second  Street 

Roswell,  New  Mexico  18201-2019 

RE  DRAFT  ROSWELL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  FLAN/ 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMi»ACT  STATEMENT  AND 

Dear  Ms  Cone, 

We  appreciate  your  griming  the  30  day  extension  to  tlte  comment  period  for  the  subject 
draft  documents  ind  we  understand  that  this  was  the  maxurtum  extension  available  at  your 
level  However,  due  to  the  complexity  arui  volume  of  iha  document  that  took  2 yean 
longer  to  prepare  than  was  expected,  we  respectfully  request  that  a higher  authority  be 
sought  to  approve  a minimum  of  90  day  extension.  Ai  a resuh  of  the  2 holidays  that 
occurred  in  the  comment  period  and  the  ovenD  reduction  in  staff  at  aO  of  the  industry 
companies,  it  is  unlikely  that  a thorough  review  and  comment  preparation  can  be  dorse  on 
this  document  It  would  be  unfortunate  if  a document  of  this  importance  did  not  receive 
die  time  and  attention  that  it  warrants 

Your  consideradon  in  this  matter  is  greatly  appreciated 

Respectfully. 


R F Gray 
Regulatory  Compliance  Manager 

cc  Mr  Bill  Caulkins,  State  Director,  BLM 
Sen  Pete  Domenici,  NM 
Sen  JeffBlngaman,  NM 
Sen  K B Hutchinson,  TX 
Sen  Phil  Graham,  TX 


1 7-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mr.  Gray  in  response 
to  his  letter.) 

As  you  are  aware,  we  already  have  extended  the 
public  comment  period  to  March  1 , 1 995.  It  is  unusual 
for  a public  comment  period  on  a resource 
management  plan  to  be  extended.  We  have 
considered  your  request  and  coordinated  our  response 
with  the  State  Director  and  are  maintaining  March  1, 
1995,  as  the  close  of  the  comment  period. 

It  is  true  that  development  of  the  RMP/RMPA/EIS  has 
taken  longer  than  originally  expected.  The  delays  in 
getting  the  document  published  were  internally 
generated  or  were  the  result  of  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  requirements  to  include  additional 
analysis,  not  because  of  the  complexity  of  addressing 
oil  and  gas  management.  The  development  of  the 
desired  plant  community  concept,  with  its  subsequent 
management  options,  is  a prime  example  of  this.  It  is 
not  accurate  to  conclude  that  the  length  of  time  spent 
in  developing  the  plan  somehow  should  be  related  to 
the  length  of  the  public  comment  period. 

We  have  taken  extra  steps  to  ensure  the  involvement 
of  the  oil  and  gas  industry  in  development  of  the  draft 
document,  and  to  assist  industry  in  developing 
comments.  Most  recent  were  the  two  briefings  during 
our  November  and  December  (1994)  industry 
committee  meetings.  We  also  have  provided  the  New 
Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Association's  Resource 
Management  Plan  Subcommittee  with  the  text  of  the 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  on  computer  disk  to  facilitate  their 
preparation  of  comments. 


1-21 


18 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

fOMCC  CC*«TCn  CNVIMONUCNTAL  CXCCLtCNCC 

central  REOOnal  COURlianCC  OEECI 

in  CR*»r»N  $T«ECT  SLHTI  yoi 
DALLAS  TtAAS  T4»2»?3 


940898 


15  December  1994 


Mr.  OavKj  Sloul.  RMP/EIS  Coordir\atof 
U.  S.  D«partm#nt  of  Intanor 
Bureau  of  Land  Managamant 
Roswafl  Oittnd  Offtca 
1717  Wasl  2nd  Straat 
Roswafl.  New  Max>co  88201-2019 

Dear  Mr  Stout 


Thank  you  for  providing  us  with  tha  opportunity  to  review  and  commanl  on  your  draft 
RoswefVCarlsbad  Resource  Managemam  PiarVEnviroomantal  impact  Siatemarrt  (EIS) 
Wa  wouW  appreciate  your  full  consideration  on  how  tha  planning  and  managamant 
decisions  of  your  agency  might  adversely  affect  tha  use  of  low  altitude  airspace  by  tha 
Air  Force 


Our  review  indicates  that  several  military  training  routes  presently  exist  directly  within 
the  study  area  included  m the  EIS  (see  the  attached  aenel  map).  The  tocabon  o< 
miTrtary  training  activity  is  based  on  how  best  to  complete  mission  requirements  and  the 
analysis  of  envirorvnental  constraints  and  fuel  costs.  Low  altitude,  high  speed  flights 
are  relegated  to  those  areas  least  accessible  and  sparsely  inhabited. 

Please  note  that  trainirrg  routes  and  airspace  requirements  of  the  military  do 
occassionafly  charige.  however,  no  changes  are  currently  anticipated  fr^  the  routes 
defined  m the  map  As  the  regional  point  of  contact  for  such  matters,  we  k>ok  forward 
to  continued  comrr>unication  with  your  office  We  are  available  to  assist  m establishing 
ftaison  between  your  office  and  the  appropnate  Air  Force  actrvities  should  you  render 
that  an  inherent  conflict  ensts  For  additonal  information,  please  contact  Mr  Gilberto 
Castellanos.  Air  Program  Manager,  at  (214)  767-4870. 


Sincerely 


Regional  Compliance  Office 
Central  Region 


1 Atch 
Aenal  Map 

cc 

HQ  acca:ev 


18-1  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  does  not  have 
the  authority  to  impose  overflight  restrictions.  There 
are,  however,  two  areas  over  which  low-altitude,  high- 
speed flights  should  be  discouraged.  The  areas  are 
the  Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow 
Wilderness  Study  Areas,  west  of  Carrizozo,  New 
Mexico.  They  are  located  in;  T6S-R9E,  T6S-R10E, 
T7S-R10E,  T7S-R9E  and  T8S-R9E.  The  Draft 
RMP/EIS  also  highlights  important  wildlife 
management  areas  that  could  be  considered  by  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force  when  designing  low- 
altitude,  high-speed  training  flights  over  public  lands. 
If  asked,  we  would  provide  recommendations  to  avoid 
certain  areas  because  of  wildlife  concerns. 
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Permian  Bajin  Petroleum  Association 

^ O to- tS2  • (9l5)6a4-6^S  • T»io«  79702 


D«c«&b«r  If,  1994 


Mr.  David  Stout,  RICP/EIS  Taaa  Uadar 
Buraau  of  Land  Mana^aaant 
1717  Mast  2nd  Straat 
Rosvall,  Nav  Maxico  M201 


Daar  Mr.  Stouti 

Tba  Paraian  Basin  PatrolauB  Association  racantly  racalvad  a 
copy  of  tha  8lM*s  Draft  Posvall  Rasourca  Kanagasant 

Plan/Rnvlronmantal  lapact  Stataaant.  Wa  hava  »at  with  sooa 
of  our  aambars  who  vlll  ba  Best  affactad  by  this  draft  -- 
thosa  vho  ara  locatad  In  tha  Parvlan  Basin,  but  hava 
Intarasts  in  Nav  Haxlco  --  and  savaral  concarns  hava  baan 
voicad. 

Plrst,  tha  public  coaaant  parlod  saans  auch  to  brlaf  to 
anabla  naanln^ful  conaants  on  a docuaant  of  this  slta.  tfa 
acknovlad^a  that  you  hava  already  9rantad  a 30-day  axtanslon, 
pushing  tha  dua  data  to  March  1st,  but  in  all  practicality, 
an  additional  90  days  would  raally  ba  such  aora  appropriate. 

. In  fact,  if  you  raaejabar,  tha  BU(  Itself  prosisad  this 

1 docuaant  In  tha  Pall  of  1992,  two  years  behind  schedule, 

thus.  If  tha  BLN  was  ovarvhelsad  by  the  enorslty  of  this 

docusant.  Industry  Isn't  any  less  Inaune  froa  that  prospect. 
Additionally,  tha  consent  parlod  encapsulates  two  major 
holidays;  certainly  you  can  see  the  probles  that  ensues  with 
avar-shr Inking  staffs,  half  of  whoa  ara  out  of  tha  office  dua 
to  holidays  and  vacations. 

_ I Second,  we'va  been  hearing  for  the  past  year  that  the  BLM  was 

2 I going  to  slnlBlte  regulations,  not  produce  Bore.  How  does 
I tha  BLM  reconcile  such  statesents  with  the  Managenent  Plan? 

Third,  If  we  can  produce  tha  Interest  from  our  sesbers,  would 
you  ba  Inclined  to  hold  a BLM  Open  House  Event  here  In 
Midland?  If  you're  willing,  it  would  ba  an  excellent 
opportunity  for  you  and  your  staff  to  meet  and  see  how  nany 
Texans  hava  Interests  In  Hew  Mexico.  Think  It  over  and  let 
us  know. 


In  any  event,  we  appreciate  your  consideration  of  our 
requests. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D.  Kikar 
Executive  Vice  President 


1 9-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mr.  Kiker  in  response 
to  his  letter. ) 

We  have  received  a number  of  requests  for  an 
extension  of  the  public  comment  period.  As  you  are 
aware,  we  extended  the  public  comment  period  to 
March  1,  1995.  The  extension  was  made  because 
important  holidays  occurred  during  the  comment 
period  and  because  of  possible  conflicts  with  end-of- 
year  business  activities.  Our  extension  of  the 
comment  period  is  one  of  the  many  actions  we  have 
taken  to  assist  the  oil  and  gas  industry  in  its 
participation  in  the  planning  process.  The  extension  of 
the  comment  period  is  extremely  unusual,  because  our 
regulations  (at  43  CFR  1610.2  (e))  state:  "Ninety  days 
shall  (^emphasis  added)  be  provided  for  review  of  the 
draft  plan  and  draft  environmental  impact  statement." 
This  is  a BLM  standard  that  is  applied  nationally.  We 
are  maintaining  March  1,  1995,  as  the  end  of  the 
public  comment  period  on  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

We  have  received  a number  of  letters  from  people 
who  have  somehow  concluded  that  the  time  of 
preparation  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  is  directly  related  to 
the  amount  of  time  needed  for  review  and  public 
comment.  There  have  been  a number  of  delays  in 
getting  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  published,  but  those  delays 
and  the  time  spent  preparing  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  are 
not  related  to  a specific  program,  such  as  oil  and  gas 
management. 

The  process  of  preparing  a plan  and  an  environmental 
impact  statement  consumes  a tremendous  amount  of 
time.  We  substantially  increased  the  amount  of  work 
required  because  we  combined  the  Draft  Carlsbad 
RMP  Amendment/EIS  with  the  Draft  Roswell 
RMP/EIS.  One  of  the  primary  reasons  for  doing  this 
was  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  improving  service  to  the 
oil  and  gas  industry.  We  spent  extra  time  to  make 
sure  the  public  was  involved  throughout  the  process, 
such  as  the  groups  of  citizens  who  helped  us  develop 
alternatives.  Additionally,  we  experienced  changes  in 
leadership  of  the  team  preparing  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
and  changes  in  personnel  assigned  to  the  team.  And, 
while  preparing  the  draft,  we  responded  to  changes  in 
Bureau  policy  or  new  initiatives  (e.g.,  the  desired  plant 
community  concept). 

It  is  incorrect  to  conclude  that  delays  in  publishing  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  are  due  to  the  complexity  of  proposed 
oil  and  gas  management,  or  that  the  length  of  a 
comment  period  should  be  directly  proportional  to  the 
length  of  time  spent  in  the  RMP  development  process. 

19-2  We  believe  we  have  disclosed,  clarified, 
streamlined  and  standardized  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
the  requirements  that  would  be  applied  to  oil  and  gas 
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operations.  We  are  not  proposing  regulations.  There 
seems  to  be  a misconception  among  members  of  the 
oil  and  gas  industry  that  the  requirements  proposed 
among  the  various  alternatives  for  managing  oil  and 
gas  operations  are  new  or  that  we  are  becoming  more 
restrictive  in  our  proposals.  We  believe  we  have 
developed  alternatives  that  protect  natural  values  while 
still  allowing  substantial  use  of  the  public  lands.  For 
example,  under  the  most  restrictive  alternative 
(Alternative  B),  96  percent  of  the  federal  oil  and  gas 
mineral  estate  in  the  Roswell  District  would  remain 
open  to  leasing  under  standard  terms  and  conditions 
and  the  requirements  described  in  Appendixes  3,  4 
and  5 in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  Of  the  mineral  estate 
proposed  for  leasing  with  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO) 
or  proposed  for  closure  to  leasing,  a substantial 
portion  underlies  acreage  managed  by  other  federal 
agencies  or  by  state  agencies.  And,  much  of  the  land 
proposed  for  NSO  or  closure  is  in  areas  of  low  or 
moderate  hydrocarbon  potential. 

Appendixes  3,  4 and  5 are  seen  by  some  as  new 
requirements  on  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  The  discrete 
requirements  in  Appendixes  3 and  4 would  be  applied 
to  any  surface  disturbing  activity  when  appropriate,  not 
just  to  oil  and  gas  development.  The  requirements  in 
Appendixes  3 and  4 have,  for  the  most  part,  been  in 
use  for  quite  some  time;  as  far  back  as  1981,  in  some 
cases.  The  alternatives  in  Appendix  5 are  based  on 
work  done  by  a subcommittee  of  the  Cave  and  Karst 
Task  Force,  which  was  composed  primarily  of  industry 
representatives,  with  the  involvement  of  BLM  and  New 
Mexico  Oil  Conservation  Division  petroleum  engineers. 
This  work  was  compiled  in  a drilling  guide  and 
presented  to  industry  in  February  1993. 

We  have  made  an  effort  to  simplify  and  consolidate  oil 
and  gas  management  throughout  the  document. 
Among  the  actions  we  are  proposing  is  a reduction  in 
the  number  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  stipulations  used  in 
the  Roswell  District.  Fourteen  of  the  50  leasing 
stipulations  and  lease  notices  currently  in  use  would 
be  retained.  The  remainder  would  be  rescinded  or 
replaced  by  surface  use  and  occupancy  requirements 
(Appendix  3). 
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Independent  Peiroleum  Association 
of  New  Mexico 

> O urt  • 44«  • i«nu  P*.  M««  •M04-U7T 

(W4)  MI  IWO  « P«a  ISM)  MI-M44 

Soxcmhcf  U Ivv4 


Krtnn  H WcCoM 
V<4 

AoO*a  0 A/nx«irv«4 
Scutr*^f* 

AilW 

esIlcCooc  OistrKt  Manager 
Ah*.«  8*cj  Bureau  of  I and  Manacemeni 

CM  second 

Roswell.  N M 8«:01 


Re  Roswell  Resource  Maoaj^emcni  Plan 


Dear  Leslie. 

I’cconsider  )0ur  decision  and  gi Aii  an  exiension  of  ihirt)  da)S  lo  commerft  on  ihe 
proposed  rule 

Man>  pjopic  requested  a nincf>  da>  cxicns*^  of  the  comment  penod  We  appreciate  the  ihirt) 
dav  extension  until  March  1 . 19^5.  \ou  ho^^c^er,  the  compicxirx  of  this  issue  requires 

more  time  to  adequaiel>  comment 

Our  association  joins  others  to  request  the  full  nini#\  dajs  that  \^as  originalK  requested  b'  those 
people 

V^e  hope  sou  sstll  reconsider  the  ihirtx  das  extension 


Sincerels. 

Dan  Girartd 
President 


20-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mr.Girand  in 
response  to  his  letter.) 

As  you  are  aware,  on  December  2, 1994,  we  extended 
the  public  comment  period,  which  now  ends  on  March 
1,  1995.  The  extension  of  the  comment  period  is 
extremely  unusual,  because  our  regulations  (at  43 
CFR  1610.2  (e))  state:  "Ninety  days  shall  (emphasis 
added)  be  provided  for  review  of  the  draft  plan  and 
draft  environmental  impact  statement."  This  is  a BLM 
standard  that  is  applied  nationally.  [We]  have 
considered  your  request,  in  conjunction  with  other 
similar  requests,  and  are  maintaining  March  1,  1995, 
as  the  end  of  the  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS. 


ciwvM  coomr  coMMJAsiORm* 

CenertI  Coicraacnl  AdairulnUox 
P.O  Can  HI7 

Oo««cl  Nct  Hcjuco  WX7  lfll7 
S7S67«e00  • fM  WW74-66M 
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COmSAlCMSA: 

Joe  VclMqucZ  • DmUKL  \ 
Joe  n Adur  • 0MlACt7 
Dory  HcHine  • Dolncl  3 
Viflnft  K drupCA  * 4 

Uc  CoodpuAUifC  * Di*Ovl  5 

Courtlj 

■utert  QuintAAA 


1 
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December  14,  1994 


David  Stout,  RMP/SIS  Team  Laader 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanagament 
Rosvell  District  Office 
1717  H.  Second  Street 
Roswell,  HR  88201-2019 

R£:  Draft  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan 

Draft  Carlebad  Resource  Management  Plan 


Dear  Mr.  Stout: 

The  Chavee  County  Public  Lands  Advisory  Committee  »nd  the  Chaves 
county  Board  of  Commlsaloners  Is  rsquestlng  thst  ths  public  commsnt 
oeriod  for  both  the  Carlebad  and  the  Roswell  Resource  Management 
ptlnVEnvlronmental  Impact  Stat.m.nts  b.  ert.ndad  an  additional  180  days. 

Tha  RMP/EIS  documente  are  complex  and  voluminous.  The  Public  Lands 
Advisory  ^Mlttss  Is  anxious  to  rsvlsw  ths  aatarlsl  and  sngage  ths 
SeneJarpublic  In  public  commant.  Howevar,  with  tha  upcoming  holiday 
this  orocess  will  be  difficult  to  complete  prior  to  Pebrusry  1, 
1995  In  order  to  properly  assess  the  Impacts  of  ths  IWP/EIS  docuents, 
the  iltsrnstlvss  proposed,  end  outcomes  of  analysis  psrformed,  it  Is  only 
f«ir  to  allow  ths'^gsneral  public  to  havs  an  sxtandsd  raview  and  commant 
n^r^ol  A dslay  in  compl.tlng  th.  commant  period  will  not  have  eny 
S"e?t;  iipact.^n  anticipated  outcomes  fro.  Implementstlon  of  th. 
RMP/EIS. 

Your  cooperation  with  our  request  to  extend  the  comment  period  Is 
appreciated . 


Respectfully 


County 

cc:  Congressional  Oeligation 


T.  Calder  EiieU,'  JirT,  Chairman 
Public  Lands  Advisory  Committes 


21-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mr.Velasquez  in 
response  to  his  letter.) 

On  December  2,  1994,  we  extended  the  public 
comment  period,  which  now  ends  on  March  1,  1995. 
The  extension  of  the  comment  period  is  extremely 
unusual,  because  our  regulations  (at  43  CFR  1610.2 
(e))  state:  "Ninety  days  shall  (emphasis  added)  be 
provided  for  review  of  the  draft  plan  and  draft 
environmental  impact  statement."  This  is  a BLM 
standard  that  is  applied  nationally.  [We]  have 
considered  your  request,  in  conjunction  with  other 
similar  requests,  and  are  maintaining  March  1,  1995, 
as  the  end  of  the  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS. 

21-2  We  have  made  both  written  and  verbal  offers  to 
the  commissions  of  the  nine  counties  composing  the 
Roswell  District  to  provide  briefings  on  the 
RMP/RMPA/EIS.  Restating  the  offer,  if  the  Chaves 
County  Commission  or  the  Chaves  County  Public 
Land  Advisory  Committee  would  like  to  have  a briefing 
on  the  RMP/RMPA/EIS,  please  contact  [us],  to  make 
arrangements. 
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December  72 


Un  Lcsi>«  CoA« 

RotweH  O'SJnd  MAn»g«r 
Swrtij  o<  L«n4  Ma'^agemeni.  Ros««u  DiArO  C^<4 
1717  Wes  Second  Slr»«l 
Ros«r«B.  Nrw  Mexico  M201-2019 


Re  Draft  Ros>««i]  Resource  Ua^agernent  Piarw^nwwnema!  Impact  Slatement.  Draft  Cadsbad 

Resource  Management  Plan  Ajmendment^nvircnmental  Impaa  Slalerrsanl 

Dear  Mrs  Cone 


1 


SeverK  of  Ibe  stipuiaOons  and  condlbona  of  apprwai.  Kadi  aa  the  cave  Larei  ddlUnQ  gueiennea 
and  Surface  use  and  occupar^  requtr«mcnts  that  spear»caI7y  rrsenttoned.  are  new  to  oil  and  g** 
prad>ces  and  not  standard  openur^  procedures  Uortovtr.  they  art  not  mere  formaliiaSon  and 
sandardizal^on  oi  practices,  as  you  salt  yow  ktntr  dated  November  ?9  16^  We  are.  hOMever. 
familiar  wnn  rr\eny  of  l^e  corKepts  put  fortn  smee  BLM  has  bean  trying  to  ewtialt  them  (or  years 
Lkewise.  Urge  land  acreage  wUhdriMrah  (or  ACEC  s are  encompassed  m the  proposed  RUP.'EiS  that 
are  not  currently  wrindrawn  and  thus  open  fb  mullipie  use 

BLU  required  Over  two  and  ore  hatf  years  to  develop  arid  wrse  the  proposed  resource 
managemere  plan  It  only  seems  •qwitibie  that  the  public  ha/t  at  least  ona  half  a year  to  rovew  and 
ccrrvnent  on  I Therefor.  Yates  Pttroiewm  C&rporalfon  agavi  requests  thet  a ninety  day  extension  of 
lime  be  granted  thus  makjng  commenis  due  by  May  1.  tPPS 

Very  lA/ty  yours. 

YAT£S  PrrROLEUm  CORPORAnOM 


Land  Departmerd 

cc  Th*  Konoretie  Pel#  V Oom*r»o 
The  Honor«M  Jett  B«r<g#men 
The  Honoriaie  Joe  Saeen 
The  '^oners&ie  6iH  Ricnerdson 
T>.e  Hoftoreftie  Steven  M Scfvfl 
Bill  CaiXrfis  SM  State  praetor 
Rutr.  Andiews  UMOGA 
C#r  Giia/vO  iPANU 
Claire  Motetey  RUOGA 


Yates  Pelmleum  Corporation  previously  equcsied  a ninety  day  extension  of  Omc.  for  the  public 
and  Ourselves,  to  prepare  and  subrrwi  cornmenis  on  the  Draft  Roswel  Resource  Management 
RUru'Environmental  Impaa  Siattmert.  Draft  Cartsbad  Resource  Management  Ptan 
Amendment'&ivirorvnanlai  Impact  Statement,  arexiunced  r the  November  1.  19M.  Faderat  Register 
Yoix  ofTice  has  oranied  a tlwty  day  axier>sion  e.drn^no  ihc  comment  penod  lo  March  1. 199S 


22-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mr.  Moran  in 
response  to  his  letter.) 

As  you  are  aware,  on  December  2, 1 994,  we  extended 
the  public  comment  period,  which  now  ends  on  March 
1,  1995.  The  extension  of  the  comment  period  is 
extremely  unusual,  because  our  regulations  (at  43 
CFR  1610.2  (e))  state;  "Ninety  days  shall  (^emphasis 
added)  be  provided  for  review  of  the  draft  plan  and 
draft  environmental  impact  statement."  This  is  a BLM 
standard  that  is  applied  nationally.  [We]  have 
considered  your  request,  in  conjunction  with  other 
similar  requests,  and  are  maintaining  March  1,  1995, 
as  the  end  of  the  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS. 

22-2  There  seems  to  be  a misconception  among 
members  of  the  oil  and  gas  industry  that  the 
requirements  proposed  among  the  various  alternatives 
for  managing  oil  and  gas  operations  are  new  or  that 
we  are  becoming  more  restrictive  in  our  proposals. 
We  believe  we  have  disclosed,  clarified,  streamlined 
and  standardized  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  the 
requirements  that  would  be  applied  to  oil  and  gas 
operations. 

Appendixes  3,  4 and  5 are  seen  as  new  requirements 
on  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  The  discrete  requirements 
in  Appendixes  3 and  4 would  be  applied  to  any 
surface  disturbing  activity  when  appropriate,  not  just  to 
oil  and  gas  development.  The  requirements  in 
Appendixes  3 and  4 have,  for  the  most  part,  been  in 
use  for  quite  some  time;  as  far  back  as  1981 , in  some 
cases.  They  result  from  national  policy,  from 
environmental  assessments  written  over  the  years, 
and  from  the  requirements  of  regulations  and  Onshore 
Orders.  They  are  applied  only  when  needed.  The 
requirements  in  one  form  or  another  have  been 
applied  to  conditions  of  approval  for  Applications  for 
Permits  to  Drill  and  right-of-way  grants  for  many  years. 
The  alternatives  in  Appendix  5 are  based  on  work 
done  by  a subcommittee  of  the  Cave  and  Karst  Task 
Force,  which  was  composed  primarily  of  industry 
representatives,  with  the  involvement  of  BLM  and  New 
Mexico  Oil  Conservation  Division  petroleum  engineers. 
This  work  was  published  in  a drilling  guide  and 
presented  to  industry  in  February  1993. 

We  believe  we  have  developed  alternatives  that 
protect  natural  values  while  still  allowing  substantial 
use  of  the  public  lands.  For  example,  under  the  most 
restrictive  alternative  (Alternative  B),  96  percent  of  the 
federal  oil  and  gas  mineral  estate  in  the  Roswell 
District  would  remain  open  to  leasing  under  standard 
terms  and  conditions  and  the  requirements  described 
in  Appendixes  3,  4 and  5 in  the  Draft  RMP/RMP/VEIS. 
Of  the  mineral  estate  proposed  for  leasing  with  no 
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surface  occupancy  (NSO)  or  proposed  for  closure  to 
leasing,  a substantial  portion  underlies  acreage 
managed  by  other  federal  agencies  or  by  state 
agencies.  And,  much  of  the  land  proposed  for  NSO  or 
closure  is  in  areas  of  low  or  moderate  hydrocarbon 
potential. 

We  have  made  an  effort  to  simplify  and  consolidate  oil 
and  gas  management  throughout  the  document. 
Among  the  actions  we  are  proposing  is  a reduction  in 
the  number  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  stipulations  used  in 
the  Roswell  District.  Fourteen  of  the  50  leasing 
stipulations  and  lease  notices  currently  in  use  would 
be  retained.  The  remainder  would  be  rescinded  or 
replaced  by  surface  use  and  occupancy  requirements 
(Appendix  3). 

22-3  We  have  received  a number  of  letters,  including 
yours,  from  people  who  have  somehow  concluded  that 
the  time  of  preparation  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  is 
directly  related  to  the  amount  of  time  needed  for 
review  and  public  comment.  There  have  been  a 
number  of  delays  in  getting  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS 
published,  but  those  delays  and  the  time  spent 
preparing  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  are  not  related  to 
a specific  program,  such  as  oil  and  gas  management. 

The  process  of  preparing  a plan  and  an  environmental 
impact  statement  consumes  a tremendous  amount  of 
time.  We  substantially  increased  the  amount  of  work 
required  because  we  combined  the  Draft  Carlsbad 
RMP  Amendment/EIS  with  the  Draft  Roswell 
RMP/EIS.  One  of  the  primary  reasons  for  doing  this 
was  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  improving  service  to  the 
oil  and  gas  industry.  We  spent  extra  time  to  make 
sure  the  public  was  involved  throughout  the  process, 
such  as  the  groups  of  citizens  who  helped  us  develop 
alternatives.  Additionally,  we  experienced  changes  in 
leadership  of  the  team  preparing  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  and  changes  in  personnel  assigned 
to  the  team.  And,  while  preparing  the  draft,  we 
responded  to  changes  in  Bureau  policy  or  new 
initiatives  (e.g.,  the  desired  plant  community  concept). 

It  is  incorrect  to  conclude  that  delays  in  publishing  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  are  due  to  the  complexity  of  proposed 
oil  and  gas  management,  or  that  the  length  of  a 
comment  period  should  be  directly  proportional  to  the 
length  of  time  spent  in  the  RMP  development  process. 
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23-1  Appendix  10  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  Refer  to  Appendix  1 0 in  the  Proposed  Plan. 


0^  O Iif6 


23 

940938 


Dear  Vr.  Stout. 

refere^r?  to  Roswell  Resource  Manage- 
ment Plan  Draft  on  pare  AP10--<i,  in  tne  "PuSlic 
Lan<ls  For  Disposal’,  Duadalupe  County.  T.o<*N 
R 17  E.  Sec.  29  31/2  . snould  read  T.oUN  R 17  ^ 
Sec.  29  n/2. 


T.oh  N R 17E  Sec 
should  read  SE  1/1* 


21  has  SE  1/9  NE  1/4. 
SA  1/4. 


It 


Sincerely , 
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D«c«fflb«r  30,  1994 
USDI  BLM 

Bobw«U  District  Office 
1717  W Second  Street 
Soevell  NH  68201-2019 


To  Mr.  Devld  Stout, 

After  reeding  "et*  the  Dreft  Resource  Menegeeent  Slen  end  ettend- 
Ing  the  meeting  December  6,  1994  et  the  Roeweli  Inn,  it  !•  not 
eeeuring  to  know  Government  Bureeucrecy  it  ellve  end  w8ll  even 
efter  ell  the  eeetlnge  end  commente  in  Bengelend  Before  *94. 


1 


Any  ectivity  or  progree  thet  edvereely  effects  ranching,  oil.  I 
ges,  mining,  logging  or  any  industry  associated  with  so  called 
public  lands  should  be  bated  on  good  date  and  in  conjunct!^ 
with  the  people  directly  affected  with  an  overall  look  at  what 
is  best  for  this  area  and  not  the  personal  whie  of  the  BLM 
employee  or  the  hysteria  of  special  interest  groups  who  cannot 
see  the  forest  for  the  trees. 

1 find  it  appalling  that  within  the  Bureau  each  individual  has  his 
or  her  objectives  and  can  will  them  upon  us  whithout  being  held 
responsible  for  his  or  her  actions  or  compensation  to  the  per- 
son or  business  affected  by  bad,  malicious,  ignorant,  etc., 
decisions  or  mandates.  The  endangered  species  list  is  a prime 
example  of  this.  The  Dune  Sagebrush  Listard  and  Swift  Pox  are 

2 examples  1 am  familiar  with.  If  they  arc  abundant  in  this 
area  (and  they  are),  why  list  them  as  endangered  %nd  make  undue 
hardships  on  people  using  the  land  when  there  is  already  a 
good  coexistence  between  them? 


2 


3 


At  the  meeting,  several  areas  of  the  mamagement  plan  we  were  told 
to  disregard,  to  not  worry  about,  or  it  doesn’t  pertain  to  us. 

1 find  it  disturbing  that  these  areas  are  included  in  the  "plBn** 
if  these  comments  are  truly  accurate.  Comments  such  as  these 
foster  mistrust  or  lull  us  into  a false  sense  of  security. 

Should  these  areas  not  get  commented  on,  BLM  bureaucrats  assume 
these  areas  are  agreeable,  and,  in  miner’s  terms,  we  get  the 

Awl.  i_ 


4 


5 


The  land  exchange  portion  X have  mixed  feelings  and  feel  if  all 
parties  involved  are  in  agreement  and  that  if  the  person  or  bus- 
iness using  the  land  betters  their  position,  it  would  be  o.k.  I 
have  strong  reservations  against  the  BLM  acquiring  any  state  land 
or  more  land  to  strengthen  their  control  of  any  area.  Purther- 
more,  land  exchange  between  federal  and  state  "should  be”  publish- 
ed, have  a comment  period,  be  approved  or  disapproved  by  the  pub- 
lic and  in  no  way  strengthen  the  BLM  jurisdiction  on  an  area  which 
would  be  detrimental  to  the  person  or  business  directly  affected 
by  the  exchange.  If  anything,  the  person  or  business  should  have 
first  chance  at  acquiring  the  subject  property. 

On  the  prarie  chicken  taking  land  out  of  production  for  differ- 
ent periods  of  time  is  entirely,  and  abkolutely,  onacceptable- 
not  only  does  it  make  an  undue  hardship  on  the  permitee  and 
lessen  the  value  of  their  operation,  it  in  WO  WAY  will  help 
Bod  (if  anything)  hurt  their  population. 

The  wildlife  department  is  trying  to  sit  in  their  office,  come  out 
every  once  and  a while  and  make  an  off  the  wall  decision  that 
has  no  hard  pertlnant  facts  for  their  decision  or  position.  In 
other  words,  a decision  that  benefits  a few  for  3 weeks  and 
hurts  a lot  of  people  the  rest  of  the  time. 

Any  decisions  by  any  person  representing  the  BLM  such  as  land 
exchange,  reduction  of  aum's,  changes  of  Oil  4 gss  leases,  etc., 
should  be  under  constant  review  by  the  Advisory  Council  and  Dir- 
ector. If  the  decision  is  bad  to  start  with  it  should  never  be 
implemented.  If  circumstances  change,  the  decision  should  b%. 
immediately  reversed.  If  the  decision  is  detrimental  to  the  per- 
mittee or  business,  then  just  compensation  should  te  awarded. 

1 feel  more  problems  exist  within  the  walls  of. your  buildings 
than  ever  existed  in  the  field  where  we  are  actively  IncOlved 
with  the  land  and  not  the  bull  session  of  job  justification, 
imagined  problems,  and  unfounded  myths. 

Sincerely, 

Bob  Moordhead 


24-1  We  have  been  encouraging  people  to  review 
and  comment  on  the  entire  document.  However,  if 
someone's  time  for  review  and  comment  is  limited,  we 
have  suggested  that  they  concentrate  on  the  Preferred 
Alternative  (Alternative  E)  first,  and  then  review  the 
rest  of  the  document,  if  time  allows.  We  also  have 
suggested  that  people  concentrate  on  the  parts  of  the 
document  that  would  affect  them  most,  if  their  time  for 
review  and  comment  is  limited.  We  feel  that  partial 
review,  especially  of  parts  of  the  document  that  are 
important  to  people,  is  more  valuable  than  no  review 
at  all. 

24-2  Decisions  on  aji  uses  of  the  public  lands  should 
be  based  on  good  data,  not  just  those  that  could  affect 
commodity  production.  That  is  why  we  strive  to  make 
decisions  based  on  sound  data  and  why  we  employ 
scientists  and  other  specialists  to  provide  that  data. 
We  also  regularly  work  directly  with  people  who  use 
the  public  lands  to  gain  their  perspectives  on  land 
management.  It  is  important  to  acknowledge  that 
ranchers,  oil  and  gas  developers,  miners,  and  loggers 
are  special  interest  groups,  just  as  there  are 
organizations  of  hunters  and  other  recreationists, 
environmentalists,  wildlife  watchers  and  off-road 
vehicle  users  who  are  interest  groups. 

24-3  It  is  not  accurate  to  say  that  each  BLM 
employee  is  able  to  conduct  business  and  make 
decisions  based  on  personal  beliefs  or  preference  or 
that  those  making  decisions  are  not  held  accountable 
for  them.  The  myriad  laws,  regulations.  Executive 
Orders  and  national  BLM  guidance  dictate  what  local 
managers  may  and  may  not  do  in  terms  of  public  land 
management. 

With  regard  to  the  endangered  species  list,  the  sand 
dune  lizard  is  listed  by  the  New  Mexico  Department  of 
Game  and  Fish  as  a state  endangered  species  under 
the  New  Mexico  Wildlife  Conservation  Act.  Mescalero 
Sands  constitutes  key  habitat  in  the  state.  The 
combination  of  limited  habitat,  spotty  distribution,  and 
dependency  on  active  or  semi-active  dunes  makes  this 
species  vulnerable  to  habitat  loss.  The  BLM  is 
mandated  to  protect  habitat  for  state-listed  species. 
The  swift  fox  is  not  a state-listed  species  but  is  listed 
as  a federal  candidate  species  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  The  BLM  is  required  to  conduct 
public  land  management  in  a way  that  prevents  the 
listing  of  federal  candidate  species  as  threatened  or 
endangered. 


24-4  One  of  the  objectives  of  the  land  exchange 
process  is  to  consolidate  public  land  holdings  to 
provide  more  efficient  management.  The  exchange 
process  requires  the  BLM  to  publish  notices  of 
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proposed  exchanges.  An  environmental  analysis  also 
is  required  and  provides  an  opportunity  for  public 
comment.  The  RMP  states  that  the  preferred  method 
of  acquisition  and  disposal  would  be  through  the 
exchange  process,  because  the  exchange  process 
tends  to  balance  the  impacts  of  disposal  with  those  of 
acquisition.  Acquisitions  would  be  pursued  if  willing 
buyer-willing  seller  opportunities  present  themselves. 
Exchanges  are  routinely  initiated  by  private  parties  or 
the  state. 


24-5  Habitat  for  the  lesser  prairie  chicken  has  been 
drastically  reduced  since  the  1930s.  The  lesser  prairie 
chicken  was  once  listed  as  an  endangered  species  in 
New  Mexico.  Mescalero  Sands  is  the  last  area  of 
public  lands  supporting  a viable  population  of  prairie 
chickens,  partly  due  to  the  implementation  of  timing 
stipulations  to  protect  the  birds  and  habitat  during  the 
breeding  season.  Public  lands  constitute  the 
remaining  habitat  that  can  be  afforded  protection. 
Management  of  prairie  chicken  habitat  by  the  BLM  is 
precluding  the  listing  of  the  species  as  threatened  or 
endangered.  Without  habitat  protection  measures,  the 
possibility  for  listing  the  species  as  endangered  could 
definitely  curtail  any  development  of  the  lands  that  are 
prairie  chicken  habitat.  The  Biodiversity  Legal 
Foundation  has  submitted  a petition  to  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  to  list  the  lesser  prairie  chicken  as 
a threatened  species  within  its  known  historic  range  in 
the  United  States. 
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^ ^cant^  cff£incc(n 

“ - COUWTV 

>-<l  

^ r»l  OfTici  Ill  . C»rri,«..  N,.  M«XK»  IlMmil  . |5«S| 


Jloiury  13.  IMS 


Hr.  0«vid  Stout.  UtP/EIS  T(»  Ltodtr 

Burtju  of  Land  Managcscnt 

»of«U  Diitrict  Offict 

1317  W«it  7nd  Streot 

■ofvtll,  Kov  H«<lco  11701-2019 


0«*r  Hr.  Stout: 

It:  Soivtll  lesourco  Itanageoent  flan  >«aponat 

i"  1”*-?  <!««»  not  racogniat  that  cha 

tha»  oubl^"?  ov,r  tha  aanagaKot  of 

thaia  public  land!.  Ibarafora.  tha  County  will  uaa  thair  fubllc 
Und  Dsa  Advliory  Council  for  this  purpoaL 

Sioccrtly, 

Kooroy  Konteir  Ch«ir»jn 

for  ti»«  So«rd  of  Coasitsiont ri 

W/pas 


ASSeSSOH  ' 

f O M 


CLCRK  I 

f.O  »•!  JJI 


ai>  I 

fO  B«i 


25-1  No  response  required. 
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MiOYO  SECO  RANCH 
1104  HAMILTON 
ROSV.ELL,  NEW  MEXICO  SS20I 


January  13,  1S95 


Hr.  David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Tea*  Laader 

Bureau  of  Land  Mana9enent 

Roswell  District  Office 

1717  West  2nd  Street 

Roswell,  NH  B8201-2019 


Dear  Hr.  Stout: 


1 

2 

3 


1.  Livestock  manageaent  Is  depicted  as  "bad*  throughout  the 
Roswell  Draft  Resource  Manageeent  Plan.  See  S-42 

2.  Oil  and  gas  development  Is  depicted  as  "bad"  throughout 
the  Roswell  Draft  Resource  Kanagement  Plan.  See  S-41 

3.  Lands  with  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  (See  S-36)  are 
anti-business  and  confrontational  and  In  eost  cases  sake  It 
Impossible  for  any  kind  of  oil  and  gas  development. 

4.  The  200  meter  rule  written  throughout  the  draft  (See  S- 
•)  Is  sufficient  to  shut  down  four,  forty  acre  drilling  locations 
per  nest.  Alternative  E is  best,  but  should  contain  a period  of 
time  that  drilling  can  take  place  during  each  calendar  year. 

5.  The  intent  of  the  draft  concerning  Cedar  Hills  (See  2- 
117,  3-64  and  AP9-2)  is  unclear . Ranchers  can  only  make 
assumptions  about  the  intent  of  the  draft  because  of  the  absence 
of  facts  describing  a plan  by  this  draft. 

ASSOICPTIOIIB 

A.  The  introduction  of  numerous  hunters  and  vehicles  for 
extended  periods  of  time  will  adversely  impact  any 
livestock  or  wildlife  in  the  region. 


Mr.  David  Stout 


January  13,  1994 
Paje  2 

4 I B.  The  increased  vehicle  use  will  degrade  both  vegetation 
• and  watershed  in  the  Cedar  Hill's  Region. 


5 


C.  Livestock  and  wildlife  breeding  and  reproduction  would 
be  iapaired  by  increasing  the  numbers  or  seasons  and 
hunters  Into  this  area. 


6 

7 

8 
9 


10 


D.  Visual  Resources  will  be  impacted  by  Introducing 
numerous  camp  sites  and  "Porta-Potty"  setups. 

E.  Illegal  artifact  collecting  will  increase. 

T.  The  likelihood  of  man  made  fires  burning  out  of  control 
will  increase. 

G.  Late  night  emergency  situations  involving  the  rancher's 
homes  will  Increase  in  the  surrounding  area. 

H.  Theft  rates  and  stolen  property  and  equipment  will 
increase,  causing  increased  insurance  rates  for 
neighboring  ranchers. 

I.  Concentrated  surface  disruption  activities  will  degrade 
Rapture  chances  of  survival. 

J.  Long  term  negative  impacts  to  the  natural  resources  are 
expected  due  to  increased  human  visitation. 

JC.  Many  hunters  following  wildlife  and  hunting  or  tracking 
wildlife  will  over  hunt  this  Cedar  Hills  area  and  then 
cross  or  trespass  into  private  lands  adjacent  to  the 
Cedar  Hills. 

L.  Ranching  operations  will  become  hazardous  depending  on 
the  number  of  hunters,  the  number  of  days,  and  the 
caliber  of  weapons  allowed, 

M.  The  ranching  community  will  need  to  increase  their 
efforts  looking  after  the  man  made  waterings  and  fences 
that  will  likely  be  impaired  or  put  out  of  commission 
by  increasing  the  numbers  of  hunters  and  vehicles. 

H.  More  wildlife  will  be  taken  illegally.  Mors  livestock 
will  be  shot,  some  by  accident,  some  Intentionally. 

O.  Litter  will  increase  and  degrade  all  resources.  Litter 
can  harm  or  kill  both  wildlife  and  livestock. 


26-1  The  requirement  reads  "up  to  200  meters"  from 
active  nests.  This  is  not  a hard  and  fast  requirement, 
and  must  be  considered  on  a case-by-case  basis  for 
each  location  that  may  be  affected.  The  period  of  time 
that  drilling  may  take  place  during  a given  year,  and 
possibly  within  the  200-meter  buffer  area,  are  times 
outside  of  the  breeding  season  as  implied  by  the  term 
"active  nests". 

26-2  The  management  of  the  Cedar  Hills  Deer 
Management  Area  will  require  coordination  of  site- 
specific  actions  with  affected  grazing  allottees  and 
other  users  of  the  public  lands.  Therefore,  in  keeping 
with  the  intent  of  the  land  use  planning  process  to 
produce  fairly  general  guidance  for  future 
management,  site-specific  actions  in  most  cases  have 
not  been  proposed  in  the  Draft  RMP  for  the  Cedar 
Hills  area.  The  overall  goal  for  this  and  other  deer 
management  areas  under  our  Preferred  Alternative  is 
found  on  page  2-181  of  the  Draft  RMP.  Specific 
objectives  and  planned  actions  would  be  developed 
with  affected  allottees  and  the  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish,  once  general 
management  direction  and  objectives  have  been 
determined  and  published  in  the  Approved  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

26-3  The  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish 
determines  the  species  of  wildlife  to  be  hunted,  the 
numbers  of  hunters  in  a given  hunt  area,  and  the 
periods  of  time  during  which  hunting  is  allowed. 
Hunting  is  one  of  the  many  multiple  use  activities 
allowed  and  encouraged  on  public  lands. 

26-4  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  E), 
the  proposed  off-highway  vehicle  designation  for  the 
Cedar  Hills  area  is  "limited  to  designated  roads  and 
trails."  This  means  that  motor  vehicle  use  would  be 
limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails.  Rather  than 
creating  increased  vehicle  use,  this  designation  will 
result  in  watershed  protection  by  decreasing 
opportunities  for  soil  erosion  and  vegetation  damage. 

26-5  Comment  noted. 

26-6  Hunting  camps  and  the  facilities  associated  with 
those  camps  are  temporary  and  would  have  little  or  no 
effect  on  visual  resources.  Permanent  facilities 
obviously  would  have  a greater  effect  on  visual  quality. 
Nevertheless,  the  Cedar  Hills  area  is  in  a Class  IV 
visual  resource  management  area,  which  means  that 
the  visual  contrast  of  facilities  may  attract  attention 
and  be  a dominant  feature  in  the  landscape  without 
adversely  affecting  the  visual  character  of  the  area. 
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Mr.  Divid  Stout 
Jiau»ty  13,  1994 
P«*e  3 


P.  Th«  b«it  wiy  to  *olv«  problaa*  light  b«  for  llviitock 
operitori  «nd  itat*  »nd  gov«rr\i«nt  offlclili  to  plin 
toqithir,  work  togithir  »nd  lucciid  or  fill  togithir. 

Slncirily, 

XWtOVO  SECO  RANCH 

Marilyn  Cell 

MC/lf 

cc:  Cildir  Emil 


26-7  We  are  not  proposing  new  management  for  the 
Cedar  Hills  area  that  would  result  in  an  increase  in  use 
of  the  area.  As  a result,  we  do  not  expect  illegal 
artifact  collecting  or  man-caused  wildfires  to  increase 
over  their  present  levels.  In  fact,  these  activities  could 
decrease  as  a result  of  off-highway  vehicle  use 
requirements. 

26-8  Comment  noted.  Refer  to  the  discussion  of 
impacts  (Chapter  4)  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

26-9  The  State  of  New  Mexico  determines  the 
numbers  of  hunters  allowed  in  an  area,  in  relation  to 
wildlife  populations  in  the  area,  so  that  game 
populations  are  maintained  and  management 
objectives  are  met.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  hunters 
or  other  recreationists  to  know  their  location  relative  to 
private  lands  and  to  have  permission  before  entering 
onto  private  lands. 

26-10  We  are  not  proposing  new  management  for  the 
Cedar  Hills  area  that  would  result  in  an  increase  in  use 
of  the  area.  As  a result,  we  do  not  expect  vandalism, 
poaching  and  litter  to  increase  over  their  present 
levels.  In  fact,  these  activities  could  decrease  as  a 
result  of  off-highway  vehicle  use  requirements. 
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Jinuiry  12. 1995 


Resource  Minagetnent  Plan 
Bureau  o(  Land  Management 
1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 

Gentlemen: 
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In  way  of  introduction  be  advised  that  we  have  been  involved  as  independent  oil 
and  gas  producers  in  souiheasicm  New  Mexico  since  1927,  primarily  on  federal 
minoali.  I have  personally  been  directly  involved  since  19^. 

In  1946.  the  USCS  and  the  oil  and  gat  industry  were  worldng  together  at 
ooQgeniaJ  partner!.  An  APD  look  about  $150.00  for  a bcensed  turveyor,  approximately 
30  minutes  to  fill  out  a one  page  form  and  if  you  were  in  a hun>  you  could  hand  deliver 
the  APD  to  the  USGS  and  io  minutet  laier  be  ready  to  drill  I am  sure  you  are  very  much 
aware  of  the  difference  between  then  arwj  now. 

Most  importantly,  the  major  problem  facing  the  BLM  is  a change  in  attirude  and 
relations  with  industry,  both  oil  and  gas  and  ranching  VVr'bether  deserving  or  not,  you 
now  exhibit  the  attirude  of  i dkion^  agency,  with  constant  over  regulabon  and 
confrontadoQ.  which  is  counter  productive  to  your  effort. 

^'Kile  attending  a Secreury  Babbitt  Rangeland  Reform  94  Hearing  in 
Albuquerque,  I was  shocked  to  see  the  hotel  loMy  and  meeting  room  covered  with 
uniformed,  armed,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  personnel  It  is  alarming  to  me  that  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Manasement  would  have  need  for  their  own  armed  police  force.  This 
also  amplifies  the  confrontational  attirude  of  your  agency.  We  would  strongly 
recommend  that  you  replace  these  people  with  a few  well  qualified  public  jeiadons 
people  to  help  you  present  a different  image  and  train  your  personnel  in  the  field  of  public 
relabons. 

Wc  would  now  like  to  be  more  specific  about  the  draft  for  RMP/EIS. 

1.  Requirement  for  on-lease  flow  lines  to  he  buried  is  ill  advised  and 
damaging  to  the  cnvironmenL  A surface  flow-  line  is  far  belter  for  all  concerned. 

If  a leak  develops  in  a surface  Utk  it  is  normally  observed  wnihin  minutes  or  hours 
and  is  repaired  with  little  or  no  environmental  damage,  whereas  a buried  flow  line 
might  |0  for  months  or  years  before  a leak  is  discovered,  causing  a loss  of 
valuable  natural  resources  and  considerable  environmental  damage,  to  say  nothing 
of  the  large  expense  and  disrupdon  of  the  environment  to  bury  the  flow  lines. 
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2.  Resmebon  lo  roads  for  survey  ciewv  geophysical  crews  or  pipeline 
mstallabon  and  repair  crews  is  unreasonable  and  unwarranied.  I am  sure  ihe 
rancher  will  also  have  a few  commenu  on  this  provision. 
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3.  Restrictions  from  drilling  in  too  year  floodplain  is  ludicrous.  Surely  an 
industry  that  has  the  engineering  ability  to  drill  off  shore  can  master  the  problems 
of  drilling  in  a 100  year  floodplain. 


4 1 4.  Your  stand  on  the  "sage  brush  litard"  is  premature  and  probably 

I unnecessary. 

5 1 5.  Paintijig  uf  couipment  should  uc  phased  in  ard  not  subject  to  change  at  the 

I whim  of  change  in  BLM  personnel. 

6.  Too  Meter”  restriction  used  on  various  cases  is  arbitrary  and  in  most  cases 
unnecessary.  Relas  this  to  a practical  concept 

7.  The  overall  RMP/EIS  causes  great  concent,  not  so  much  as  to  what  it  says 
but  what  it  doesn't  say  or  what  different  personnel  might  in  the  future  interpret  it 
as  uying.  You  very  well  could  be  oeatmg  a monster  which,  although  well 
imendctT  could  stifle  both  the  oil  and  gas  and  ranching  industries  in  future 
opentions. 
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Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  comments. 


ELLIOTT  OIL  COMPANY 


FOEr'inp 

cc  New  Merico  Congressional  Deleganon 


27-1  We  have  modified  the  pipeline  policy  (originally 
on  pages  2-3  and  2-4  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA)  to 
provide  more  flexibility  for  BLM  managers  and  to 
better  meet  the  needs  of  industry.  Refer  to  Table  34 
and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

27-2  Off-highway  vehicle  designations  include 
exceptions  for  official,  emergency,  licensed  or 
permitted  uses.  Activities  such  as  livestock  grazing  on 
public  lands  and  pipeline  construction  are  permitted 
uses  and  the  conditions  for  related  off-highway  vehicle 
use  would  be  described  in  permits  issued  for  those 
activities.  In  the  case  of  geophysical  exploration, 
operators  and  the  BLM's  authorized  officer  normally 
cooperate  in  determining  if  any  special  requirements 
are  needed  for  operation  in  limited,  open,  or  closed 
OHV  areas.  In  the  strictest  legal  sense,  OHV 
designations  do  not  affect  geophysical  operations. 

27-3  The  engineering  aspect  of  drilling  in  floodplains 
is  not  the  intent  of  the  floodplain  requirement. 
Protection  from  surface  disturbance  of  the  Pecos  River 
floodplain  and  associated  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
is  the  concern.  Oil  and  gas  leases  may  be  developed 
with  the  current  engineering  ability  of  industry  without 
disturbing  the  floodplain. 

27-4  The  policy  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
is  to  protect  state-listed  species  and  their  habitat.  On- 
going studies  are  being  conducted  to  provide 
information  about  the  lizard's  distribution  and  potential 
impacts  to  it  from  oil  and  gas  development  and  range 
improvement  projects.  In  the  meantime,  it  is  prudent 
to  reasonably  protect  habitat  without  impacting  the 
species  to  the  point  of  elevating  its  legal  status. 

27-5  The  painting  requirement  is  current  practice  and 
has  been  in  effect  since  at  least  June  1978.  At  that 
time,  BLM  and  U.S.  Geological  Survey  instruction 
memoranda  formulated  the  painting  requirement.  A 
Notice  to  Lessees  and  Operators  (NTL  87-1  New 
Mexico)  describing  painting  requirements  was  issued 
in  May  1987. 

27-6  The  200-meter/60-day  rule  is  currently  in  place 
and  has  been  for  a number  of  years  (43  CFR  3101.1- 
2,  1988).  This  rule  simply  gives  the  BLM  the  flexibility 
to  relocate  activities  a distance  of  up  to  200  meters  or 
delay  surface  disturbance  for  up  to  60  days.  The  rule 
is  applied  only  to  a proposed  activity  when  it  is 
determined  that  activity  would  cause  adverse  impacts 
to  other  resources,  land  uses  or  users.  Current 
practice  has  shown  that  the  full  200-meter  restriction 
rarely  has  been  applied.  In  cases  where  a move  has 
been  necessary,  the  activity  is  relocated  at  the 
minimum  distance  needed  to  resolve  the  conflict. 
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BUREAU  or  LAND  MANACEHENT 

PUBLIC  HEARING 
ON 
THE 

DRAFT  BOSWELL  RESOURCE  MANACENENT  PLAN/ENVI ROSMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT 

JANUARY  10th,  1995 
PEARSON  AUDITORIUM,  NMMI 
1:00  P.M.  to  5:00  P.M.,  AFTERNOON  SESSION 
7:00  P.M.  to  9:00  P.M.,  EVENING  SESSION 


HEARING  OFFICER:  MR.  BOB  ARMSTRONG,  BLM,  SANTA  FE,  N.M. 

THREE  PERSON  PANEL:  MR.  TIM  KREAGER,  BLM,  ROSWELL,  N.M. 

MR.  DICK  MANUS,  BLM,  CARLSBAD,  N.M. 
MR.  DAVE  STOUT,  BLM,  ROSWELL,  N.M. 

REPORTED  BY:  CLAJIENCE  G.  BLAIR,  CSR 

BLAIR  REPORTING  SERVICE 
2103  NEW  MEXICO  DRIVE 
ROSWELL,  NEW  MEXICO  88201 


SPEAKERS  AT  THE  AFTERNOON  SESSION  AT  ROSWELL,  NEW  MEXICO: 

1.  Mr.  A1  Soringer 

2.  Mr.  Randy  C.  Patterson 

3.  Mr.  Greg  Nibert 

4.  Mr.  Louis  Derrick 

5.  Mr.  Mark  B.  Murphy 

6.  Mr.  Bud  Eppers 

7.  Mr.  Gary  Foney 

8.  Mr.  Bob  Moorhead 

9.  Mr.  Jim  Gillespie 

10.  Mr.  Calder  Eiiell 

11.  Mr.  Bob  Watson 

SPEAKERS  AT  THE  EVENING  SESSION  AT  ROSWELL,  NEW  MEXICO: 

1.  Ms.  Lois  Wilson 
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(Public  H««rln98  corvnenctd  *t  1:00  PM.) 

THl  HKXItIMG  OPPICXR  Udiet  And 
G«ntl«rn«n,  chis  Hearing  it  called  co  order  My  naj««  ia  Bob 
Anntcrong,  X'm  with  Che  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  New 
Mexico  State  Office,  and  I* 11  be  your  Hearing  Officer  for 
Chit  afternoon.  Notice  of  chit  Hearing  appeared  in  the 
Federal  Kegitter  on  November  itt.  1994.  on  Pages  5462$ 
through  54637.  The  purpose  of  this  Hearing  is  to  receive 
oral  and  written  public  comnent  on  the  Draft  Roswell  ^ 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  and 
the  Draft  Carlsbad  Resource  Managment  Plan 
Amendment/Invironmental  Impact  Statement.  Both  Drafts  have 
been  combined  in  to  one  document.  In  addition  to  the  public 
hearings  today  and  tomorrow,  there  were  three  Open  Houses 
held  recently.  The  first  was  held  on  January  3rd.  199$  in 
Ruidoso,  New  Mexico,  at  the  Ruidoso  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
from  1;00  to  5:00  P H.  an  6:00  to  8:00  P M The  second  was 
on  January  4th,  1995,  in  Carlsbad,  New  Mexico  at  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management's  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Office,  from 
1:00  to  5:00  and  6:00  to  8:00.  The  third  was  held  on 
January  5th,  1995,  in  Roswell,  New  Mexico,  at  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management's  District  Office,  from  1;00  P M.  to  5;00 
P.H.  and  6:00  PM.  to  8:00  P.M. 

Written  consents  on  the  Draft  Roswell  Resource 
Management  Plan/Bnvironmental  Impact  State  and  the  Draft 
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Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment/Bnvironmental 
Impact  Statement  will  be  accepted  through  March  1st,  1995. 
Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  Dave  Stout,  and  I'll 
spell  his  last  name,  S-t-o-u-t,  the  RMP/BIS  Team  Leader, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Roswell  District  Office,  1717 
West  Second  Street,  Roswell,  New  Mexico,  88201-2019. 

There  are  some  copies  of  the  Draft  Document  available 
at  the  registration  desk. 

There  will  be  another  Public  Hearing  tomorrow,  January 
11,  1995,  at  the  BLM  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Office,  620  East 
Greene,  in  Carlsbad.  New  Mexico,  fren  1:00  to  5:00  P.M.  and 
7:00  to  9:00  P.M. 

And  in  front  of  me.  on  the  floor,  is  a Court  Reporter 
who  will  be  taking  a verbatim  transcript  of  this  hearing. 

On  my  left  is  Che  three  person  panel,  that  listens  to  your 
comments  and  if  necessary  ask  any  clarifying  questions. 

The  panel  members  are  Dick  Stout,  RMP/KIS  Team  Leader, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  seated  next  to  him  ia  Dick 
Manus,  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Manager,  and  next  to  him  is 
Tim  Kreager,  Roswell  Resource  Area  Manager,  BLM  Roswell 
Resource  Area  Office. 

The  ground  rules  for  our  Hearing  are  as  follows:  Both 

written  and  oral  conments  will  be  accepted.  If  you  wish  to 
speak,  please  register  first  at  the  registration  desk. 
Speakers  will  be  called  upon  in  order  of  registration.  Any 
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1 

written  conmente  should  be  given  to  the  Court  Reporter,  in 

2 

order  that  they  be  made  a part  of  the  record.  Initially 

3 

speakers  will  be  limited  to  five  minutes.  The  purpose  of 

A 

this  time  limit  is  to  insure  that  each  speaker  has  a 

5 

reasonable  time  in  which  to  make  statements.  If  needed,  I 

6 

will  provide  a hand  signal  or  a verbal  signal  when  one 

7 

minute  remains  of  the  five  minutes.  At  the  conclusion  of 

6 

the  registered  speakers,  if  anyone  else  wishes  to  provide 

9 

additional  information  in  to  the  record,  they  will  be  ^ 

10 

allowed  to  do  so.  If  a speaker  has  questions  they  wish 

11 

considered,  would  you  please  ask  those  questions  in  the 

12 

record  as  part  of  your  presentation. 

13 

All  Hearing  proceedings  are  being  recorded  by  a Court 

14 

Reporter.  Please  make  arrangements  with  the  Court  Reporter 

15 

if  you  wish  to  obtain  a copy.  In  addition  to  that,  a copy 

16 

of  the  transcript  of  this  Hearing  will  be  available  for 

17 

Public  inspection  in  about  three  weeks  at  the  BLM  Roswell 

18 

District  Office,  the  BLM  Roswell  Resource  Area  Office,  both 

19 

offices  in  Roswell,  New  Mexico,  and  the  BLM  Carlsbad 

20 

Resource  Area  Office  in  Carlsbad,  New  Mexico. 

21 

To  help  myself  and  the  Court  Reporter,  when  you're 

22 

called  upon  to  speak,  please  come  forvard  to  the  microphone, 

23 

which  is  seated  over  here  on  my  right,  and  clearly  state 

24 

your  name  and  who  you  represent,  and  mention  if  you  are 

25 

providing  a written  copy  of  your  corments.  Are  there  any 

6 

1 

questions  concerning  the  ground  rules? 

2 

(No  response  froo  the  audience) . 

3 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  I hear  none. 

4 

Currently  we  only  have  two  registered  speakers,  and  we'll 

5 

start  with  those.  The  first  registered  speaker  is  Al 

6 

Springer,  would  you  please  come  to  the  microphone  and  state 

7 

your  name  and  who  you  represent. 

8 

(Mr.  Springer  comes  to  the  microphone). 

9 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Mr.  Springer , ^are 

10 

your  statements  more  than  five  minutes  long? 

11 

MR.  AL  SPRINGER:  I haven't  timed  them, 

12 

they  could  be. 

13 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Okay.  I'll 

14 

suspend  the  five  minutes  and  expand  the  five  minute  period. 

15 

MR.  AL  SPRINGER;  It  probably  is  seven 

16 

to  five  minutes . 

17 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  All  right, 

' 18 

proceed . 

19 

MR.  AL  SPRINGER;  Okay,  I'm  Al  Springer 

20 

with  Yates  Petroleum  Corporation.  I obtained  a Degree  of 

21 

Aero  Space  Engineering  from  the  University  of  California  in 

22 

'73.  I have  worked  for  Yates  for  fourteen  years  now,  the 

23 

last  eleven  of  which  has  been  as  Drilling  Superintendent.  X 

24 

also  have  been  heavily  involved  in  the  Cave  Karst  Task 

25 

Force,  which  has  been  mentioned  in  this  several  times.  My 
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coninenct  today  ara  diractad  puraly  at  tha  Cava  Karat  Sactlon 
of  tha  RMP.  Lat'f  aaa.  to  atart  with  I'd  Uka  to  raad  a 
paragraph  from  tha  ‘Cava  Protaction  Act*,  it'a  antitlad 
Hineral  •-  Mining  and  Kinaral  Laaaing  Lawa . *Nothing  in 
thia  Chapter  ahall  ba  deemed  to  affect  tha  full  operationa 
of  Mining  and  Minaral  Laaaing  Lawa  of  the  United  Statea,  or 
otherwiae  affect  the  valid  exiating  righta."  I'd  like  to 
point  that  out  ao  wa  can  remember  that  aa  wa  go  on.  It 
could  be  contended,  but  1 think  I could  probably  poae  aAy 
contention  to  that  too. 

Oh,  by  the  way,  1 have  aome  written  contiienta,  not  at 
thia  session,  but  we'll  follow  up  at  a later  tin«.  Another 
thing  I'd  like  to  point  out  ia  that  in  the  definition  of 
significant  caves,  there  ia  a list  that  has  bean  procured  or 
made  up  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  of  significant 
caves  in  both  the  Roswell  District  and  tha  Carlsbad 
District.  Thia  list  ia  basically  a designation  of  caves 
that  are  more  of  an  Inventory  list  than  a matter  of  value  of 
each  particular  cava.  And  I want  you  to  remember  that  for 
later  use.  Tha  designation  of  a cava,  per  aa,  does  not 
require  its  protection,  and  we  need  to  remember  that  too. 
Okay.  Going  in  to  tha  alternative  --  alternatives  in  the 
main  part  of  the  RM7  talk  about  buffer  xones  from  caves  and 
cave  karat  features.  Most  of  those  alternatives  designated 
a 300  meter  650  foot  offset  of  buffer  xone  from  any  caves  or 


• 

cave  karat  features.  I have  a couple  of  problems  with  tha 
200  feet,  and  Alterative  B,  I believe,  asked  for  a 400  foot 
offset.  One  of  the  difficulties  is,  when  we're  talking 
about  caves  and  cava  openings,  that's  one  thing,  when  we 
start  talking  about  cave  karst  features  that's  another  thing 
entirely,  particularly  when  we  talk  about  lineaments,  when 
we  start  avoiding  lineaments  by  300  meters  or  more,  we're 
talking  about  vast  areas.  When  I was  involved  with  the  Task 
Force,  we  also  got  involved  with  the  DIS,  Dark  Canyon  06$, 
and  we  came  up  with  and  this  is  a world  class  cave  as 
defined,  and  I have  to  admit  this  is  a world  class  cave.  In 
that  particular  situation  it  was  agreed  on,  somewhat 
grudgingly,  but  that  a 500  foot  or  150  meter  offset  from 
lineaments  was  adequate,  and  here  we're  asking  for  even  more 
than  that.  What  I would  like  to  do  is  change  this  to  a ISO 
foot  buffer  xone  and  make  it  from  caves  and  cave  openings 
and  eliminate  the  features  part  of  it,  particularly  when  it 
pertains  to  lineaments. 

Most  of  the  rest  of  my  conments  are  going  to  be  about 
Appendix  Number  5,  pertaining  to  the  cave  karsts  and  the 
different  alternatives.  Alternative  Number  A is  acceptable 
to  me,  it's  pretty  much  the  way  things  are  handled  currently 
right  now,  I can  live  with  that  and  I think  the  industry  can 
live  with  that.  There  are  some  changes  in  it,  but  they  are 
tolerable.  The  only  exception  again  is  going  back  to  the 


28-1  Under  regulations  in  effect  since  1988  (43  CFR 
3101.1-2),  the  BLM's  authorized  officer  can  relocate 
proposed  operations  by  up  to  200  meters.  The 
proposed  relocation  distances  in  all  alternatives, 
except  Alternative  B,  are  consistent  with  the 
regulations,  and  may  be  used  on  a case-by-case  basis 
after  a field  exam.  In  many  areas  sinkholes  provide 
point  sources  for  groundwater  recharge.  This 
groundwater  is  used  by  the  livestock  grazing  industry 
and,  in  some  instances,  for  human  consumption.  In 
certain  areas,  lineaments  are  good  indicators  of 
possible  locations  of  preferential  solution  often 
associated  with  cave  development.  These  lineaments 
also  provide  a more  direct  route  for  the  downward 
percolation  of  fluids  to  the  groundwater.  Relocating 
drilling  operations  away  from  these  aquifer  recharge 
features  helps  protect  groundwater  from  potential 
contamination  by  the  downward  percolation  of 
chemicals  leaching  out  of  mud  pits  and  possible 
hydrocarbon  spills.  Our  management  has  to  consider 
an  entire  ecosystem  or  process,  not  just  single 
components. 


28-2  No  response  required. 
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1 buffer  zone,  particularly  when  it  cc^nes  to  buffering  against 
3 anything  other  than  caves. 

3 Alternative  fi  it  not  acceptable  for  various  reasons.  I 

4 will  go  over  them  quickly.  Alternative  B,  the  first  one  is 

5 detection  methods,  and  it  goes  in  to  numerous  methods  to 

4 detect  potential  caves  and  karst  features  and  some  of  those 

7 are  quite  costly  and  very  time  consuming,  but  mostly  quite 

6 costly.  It  is  not  really  addressed  as  to  who  will  pay  for 

9 this.  I can  point  out  various  other  comments  chat  have  been 

10  made  by  various  people  as  to  who  would  be  liable  for  the 

11  costs  of  it,  but  again  we're  looking  for  features  and  other 

12  things  that  aren't  caves  to  begin  with.  That  is  one  of  the 

13  problems,  I'd  like  that  either  deleted,  or  --  chat's  one  of 

14  the  reasons  that  I do  not  like  Alternative  B.  The  second 

15  reason  is  we  get  in  to  a point  where  they  ask  for  extra 

16  thick  casing,  walled  casing,  when  we  run  casing  through  a 

17  zone  of  potential  cave  or  actual  cave  occurrence.  The 

18  problem  I have  with  that,  is  chat  frequently,  and  I'd  say 

19  probably  90  percent  of  the  time,  is  that  the  casing  that  we 

20  run  now  is  more  than  adequate  to  begin  with,  particularly  at 

21  these  shallow  depths.  All  it  does  is  more,  more  is  not 

22  necessarily  better.  In  this  case  we're  saying  more  is 

23  always  better,  and  that's  not  necessarily  true.  This 

24  probably  can  ••  we  can  probably  sit  down  and  talk  about  this 
35  as  far  as  how  it  is  basically  designed,  and  what  do  you 


4 


5 
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1 really  mean  by  thicker  walled  casing. 

2 It's  possible  that  we  could  have  some  kind  of  alliance 

3 there.  And  the  third  point  that  is  really  the  hardest  thing 

4 for  ae  to  swallow  In  the  industry,  is  what  I call  the  ‘Death 

5 Clause*,  and  that's  the  Clause  that  saya  that  while  drilling 

6 if  you  incur  a four  foot  drilling  break,  or  bit  drop  and  75 

7 percent  loss  returns,  then  all  drilling  should  be  stopped, 

8 and  BLM  should  be  consulted,  alternatives  discussed, 

9 possibly  if  it  can't  be  worked  out  the  well  should  be 

10  plugged  and  abandoned  at  who's  costs,  it  does  not  say. 

11  We're  talking  about  significant  investments  being  incurred 

12  up  to  that  point . 

13  One  of  the  ocher  reasons  why  I think  it  should  be 

14  deleted  is  that  in  the  mitigating  factor,  or  terms  of  the 

15  drilling  operations,  these  points  are  already  covered,  we 

16  have  ways,  and  the  plan  that  we  set  up  for  mitigating 

17  drilling  occurrences  is  when  we  do  drill  in  to  caves,  we 

18  have  ways  of  mitigating  these  already,  so  1 don't  see  why  a 

19  Clause  like  that  should  be  included,  period.  Particularly 

20  when  it  leaves  it  open  to  very  wide  interpretation,  and  very 

21  scary  to  the  industry. 

22  Let's  see.  Again  the  buffer  zone.  Alternative  C,  is 

23  basically  for  cave  karsts,  is  somewhat  the  same  as 

24  Alternative  A.  and  I have  no  problem  with  Alternative  C, 

25  with  the  exception  of  the  buffer  zone,  particularly  away 


28-3  The  primary  detection  method  used  for  nearly 
every  APD  is  the  field  examination  by  BLM  personnel. 

If  we  required  other  detection  methods  they  would 
generally  be  the  most  practical  and  the  least 
expensive.  If  a significant  cave  or  other  major  feature 
is  discovered  during  the  field  examination,  the  next 
step  is  to  investigate  those  features  by  cave 
exploration  or  the  use  of  aerial  photos.  This  is 
normally  done  at  the  expense  of  the  BLM.  If  it  is 
determined  that  additional  detection  methods  are 
necessary,  the  appropriate  type  and  extent  of 
detection  would  be  discussed  with  the  company 
involved. 

28-4  Virtually  all  casing  presently  used  is  of  sufficient 
design  to  meet  or  exceed  all  applicable  industry  safety 
factors  with  respect  to  tensile  strength,  collapse 
resistance,  and  burst  resistance.  The  BLM's 
recommendation  for  the  use  of  thicker-walled  casing  in 
certain  cave  or  karst  areas  was  based  on  the  belief 
that  given  the  same  downhole  environment,  corrosive 
fluids  would  eat  through  thin-walled  casing  more 
quickly  than  they  would  through  thick-walled  casing, 
thereby  affording  cave  resources  longer  term 
protection  against  wellbore  closure  and  formation 
fluids.  However,  the  cement  sheath  that  surrounds 
each  casing  string  is  the  first  line  of  defense  against 
corrosive  formation  fluids.  Therefore,  if  the  cementing 
job  is  competent,  the  wall  thickness  of  any  given 
casing  string  is  of  secondary  importance  in  the 
protection  of  cave  resources  against  fluid  migration. 
We  have  modified  the  text  in  Appendix  5 with  regard 
to  wall  thickness.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed 
Plan. 

28-5  We  have  carefully  considered  the  need  for  the 
so-called  "death  clause."  It  still  is  important  to  have 
that  management  option  for  use  in  special  situations, 
and  we  have  retained  the  requirement,  with 
modifications.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed 
Plan.  The  requirement  would  be  rarely  applied,  given 
the  constraints  of  a simultaneous  bit  drop  of  four  feet 
and  lost  returns  of  75  percent  while  drilling  in  a cave- 
bearing zone,  which  would  normally  be  within  the  first 
few  hundred  feet  of  a hole.  Current  regulations  (43 
CFR  3162.5-1,  -2,  -3,  inclusive,  and  43  CFR  3163.1 
(a)(3))  allow  us  to  cause  cessation  of  drilling 
operations  in  certain  situations;  this  requirement 
clarifies  an  instance  when  the  regulations  would  apply. 
Because  we  are  emphasizing  preliminary  cave 
detection  and  avoidance,  the  chances  of  intersecting 
a substantial  cave  feature  should  be  greatly  reduced. 
After  approving  hundreds  of  APDs  in  cave  or  karst 
areas,  we  have  yet  to  apply  this  requirement.  We 
would  not  make  the  decision  to  abandon  a well  without 
first  consulting  with  the  operator  in  an  effort  to  exhaust 
every  other  feasible  option  for  cave  protection. 
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1 froiB  featureg. 

2 Alternative  B ii  again  not  acceptable  for  aeveral 

3 reasong,  one  of  them  again  well,  for  the  same  reason  as 

4 B.  the  thick  wall  casing,  but  particularly  the  Death  Clause, 

5 and  that's  where  we  can  be  shut  down  and  asked  to  plug  aod 

4 abandon  the  well.  Alternative  B is  again,  when  it  comes  to 

7 my  concerns,  the  sac*  two  reasons,  and  particularly  the 

8 Death  Clause.  I think  we  really  need  to  remove  that  from 

9 all  the  cave  karsts.  I think  we  have  come  a long  ways  in 

10  the  process,  but  there  are  a couple  of  things  that  we  still 

11  have  to  take  care  of.  And  that  concludes  my  cocrrkentB  for 

12  right  now,  thank  you. 

13  THB  REARING  OFFICER:  Next  speaker  is 

14  Randy  Patterson. 

15  MR.  RANDY  PATTERSON:  My  name  is  Randy 

16  Patterson,  I am  the  Land  Manager  for  Yates  Petroleum, 

17  located  in  Artesia.  I've  been  with  Yates  Petroleum  over  18 

18  years,  the  last  14  of  those  has  been  as  Land  Manager.  Thank 

19  you  for  the  opportunity  to  make  these  formal  public  cocments 

20  on  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 

21  Impact  Statement  for  the  Roswell  Resource  area,  and  the 

22  Ameninent  to  the  Carlsbad  Resource  area,  which  1 will  refer 

23  to  in  my  comments  as  RMP  or  Draft. 

24  The  comments  that  I plan  to  make  today  will  be  general 

25  in  nature  and  will  only  address  broad  subjects.  Substantive 
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corrtents  are  too  numerous  for  the  short  time  that  we  are 
limited  to  today,  but  will  be  submitted  to  writing  at  a 
later  date. 

We  have  participated,  myself  and  other  members  of  the 
oil  and  gas  industry,  in  several  meetings  in  preparation  of 
this  draft  and  have  submitted  numerous  comments,  both  orally 
and  in  writing.  From  my  analysis  of  this  document,  none  of 
our  suggestions  have  been  incorporated  in  to  this  Draft. 

This  Draft  has  taken  nearly  two  years  to  prepare,  yet  we 
were  given  only  90  days  to  review,  digest  and  comment  on  the 
one  and  a half  inch  document.  There  have  been  several 
requests  for  a 90  day  extension  of  time  to  review  and 
cormient,  thereby  having  a total  of  180  days.  However  we 
were  granted  a mere  additional  30  days. 

I point  out  that  the  cofment  period  spans  both  the 
Thanksgiving  and  Christmas  Holidays,  as  well  as  year  end  and 
tax  season,  times  when  the  oil  and  gas  industry  are  busiest, 
so  again  I hereby  formally  request  a further  60  day 
extension  to  May  1st,  1995,  to  submit  written  comments. 

My  first  connent  on  the  Draft,  is  on  planning  process 
itself,  which  continues  to  be  used  by  this  District  of  the 
BLM.  I personally  participated  in  the  planning  process  two 
previous  times,  once  around  1976  and  once  in  the  1986-87 
time  frame.  In  each  case,  and  it's  again  true  with  this 
Draft,  alternatives  are  put  forth  by  the  Bureau,  which  are 


28-6  Refer  to  responses  8 and  50-2. 

28-7  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 

28- 8  The  development  of  alternatives  is  constrained 
by  our  adherence  to  federal  laws  and  regulations,  BLM 
manuals,  and  BLM  policy.  The  mandates  of  laws, 
regulations  and  guidance  establish  the  initial 
sideboards  within  which  a range  of  alternatives  can  be 
developed.  The  range  of  alternatives  presented  in  the 
Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  may  not  be  as  broad  as  you 
believe  they  should  be,  but  they  are  an  adequate 
range  of  management  options  given  the  constraints 
with  which  we  have  to  work.  With  regard  to  current 
management  (Alternative  A),  refer  to  responses  28-55, 

29- 22,  89-12,  and  93-3. 


1-39 


8 


8 


13 

1 CO  be  considered  tor  future  msnagemenc  of  the  lands.  The 

2 alternatives  are  toted  to  be  a full  spectrum  of 

3 from  productive  use  of  the  lemd  to  environmental 

4 conservationism. 

5 I quote  from  Page  S-2  of  the  RMP  Draft.  ’Alternative  C 

6 emphasizes  making  the  resources  and  the  values  of  the  public 
3 lands  available  for  production  and  development.*  Also 

8 quoting,  "Alternative  B emphasizes  preserving  or  improving 

9 important  environmental  values,  thereby  purporting  to  be  a 

10  full  spectrum,  production  to  environmental  values.’  Other 

11  alternatives  are  purported  to  be  a continuation  of  current 

12  manage,ment  and  claiming  to  be  balancing,  or  ’middle  of  the 

13  road"  type  alternatives.  Dpon  analysis  of  the  Draft, 

14  hovever,  it  becomes  shockingly  clear  Chat  there  is  no 

15  spectrum  of  alternatives.  None  of  the  alternatives  actually 

16  emphasize  production  and  development,  unless  you  consider 

n additional  regulation  of  production  and  development  such  an 

18  emphasis.  That  side  of  the  spectrum  has  been  eliminated. 

19  That  leaves  us  with  the  side  of  the  spectrum  beginning  with 

20  present  management  and  moving  towards  environmental 

21  conservationism.  But  wait,  the  alternative  purported  to  be 

22  "Present  Management’,  upon  analysis,  reveals  the  closing  of 

23  hundreds  of  thousands  of  acres  to  surface  occupancy  and  use 

24  due  to  imposition  of  new  restrictions  and  regulations. 

25  Therefore,  we  are  again  forced  toward  conservationism  before 


8 


9 


10 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


14 

we  coniider  e *compro(nite  alcernatlve* . And.  of  couree.  vt 
are  lab€led  unreasonable  if  a position  is  taken  which 
doesn't  cocnpromise  into  these  views. 

So  again  here  a compromise  alternative  is  picked, 
moving  us  another  jump  toward  conservation,  unwarranted 
regulation  and  government  interference  in  the  econoffly  and 
the  way  we  here  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico  have  chosen  to 
live. 

Contrary  to  implications  made  in  the  Summary  and 
Introduction  to  Chapter  1 of  the  Draft,  and  further, 
contrary  to  statements  rr^de  by  the  District  Management  in 
correspondence  subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  the  Draft,  this 
management  is  not,  and  I repeat  not,  and  I quote  from  some 
of  those  pages,  a continuation  of  current  management, 
restatements  of  current  practice,  or  no  surface  occupancy 
changes  little  from  the  current  situation. 

This  RMP  makes  significant  changes  to  the  surface  use, 
which,  if  implemented,  will  drastically  affect  the  economics 
of  oil  and  gas  operations  in  this  District. 

Pollowiog  I will  list  merely  a few  of  the  anti- 
production  portions  of  this  RMP.  Close  over  a half  million 
acres  of  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Tag  ”No  Surface  Occupancy*  on 
another  100,000  acres.  Impose  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  on  all,  or  nearly  all  of  the  balance  of  the 
land  located  within  the  District.  Place  approximately  80 


28-9  Alternative  A is  an  accurate  statement  of  current 
management.  Refer  to  responses  37-1 , 37-2,  and  50- 
1. 


28-10  With  regard  to  no  surface  occupancy,  refer  to 
responses  53-1  and  93-1 . With  regard  to  the  Surface 
Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements,  refer  to  responses 
78-1,  133-1  and  156-5.  With  regard  to  areas  of  cave 
and  karst  potential,  refer  to  responses  29-26, 39-4, 42- 
4 and  79-3.  With  regard  to  ACECs,  refer  to  responses 
39-3,  85-3,  and  114-12. 
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percent  of  Eddy  County  and  50  percent  of  Chavea  County  in  to 

2 

the  Cave/Karst  area  subjecting  these  lands  to  very 

10 

3 

restrictive  drilling  restrictions.  Establish  numerous  new 

4 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  or  ACBC's  is  the 

5 

magic  buzz  word. 

€ 

Increasing  the  size  and  timing  restrictions  on  the 

7 

Prairie  Chic)ten  Area.  No  surface  occupancy  within  up  to  400 

11 

8 

meters,  not  feet,  of  any  planned  wildlife  project,  and  then 

9 

a note,  400  meters  is  equal  to  1,315  feet,  nearly  1/4  mile. 

10 

This  means  that  a 1/4  mile  buffer  zone  is  placed  around  any 

11 

lands  BLM  wants  to  claim  as  a wildlife  project. 

12 

No  surface  occupancy  within  Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard 

13 

H^lbitat.  No  surface  occupancy  within  200  meters  again 

14 

meters  --  of  any  active  heronry.  And  a notation,  a circle 

12 

15 

with  a radius  of  200  meters,  the  area  of  that  circle  is  31.2 

16 

feet  X mean  31.2  acres  I said  that  wrong,  a 200  meter 

17 

radius  circle,  that  has  the  area  of  31.2  acres.  This  will 

18 

essentially  eliminate  drilling  on  the  affected  40  acre 

19 

tracts . 

20 

No  surface  occupancy  within  up  to  200  meters  of  any  100 

13 

21 

year  floodplain.  No  surface  occupancy  within  up  to  200 

22 

meters  of  any  playa  laXe.  No  surface  occupancy  within  up  to 

23 

200  meters  of  any  spring  or  seep.  No  surface  occupancy 

24 

within  up  to  200  meters  of  any  raptor  nest. 

14  1 

Each  one  of  these  things  could  eliminate  activities  on 
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a 40  acre  tract,  we  understand  that  there  are  lands  within 
the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Xreas  which  do  not  have 
oil  and  gas  drilling,  or  much  potential  tor  any  in  the 
future.  But  the  Bureau  has  chosen  to  disregard  the  fact 
that  most  of  Chaves,  Eddy  and  Lea  Counties  are  oil  field. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  Draft  that  proposes  to  enhance  or 
promote  the  drilling  of  oil  and  gas  wells  in  the  District. 

The  economy  of  the  whole  area  is  basically  driven  by  the  oil 
and  gas  industry. 

The  Bureau  has  chosen  to  place  environmental  concern 
and  increased  regulations  and  further  government 
interference  above  the  well-being  of  the  area  they  are 
supposed  to  be  managing. 

Considering  the  outcome  of  the  last  election,  I believe 
that  the  Bureau  should  take  notice  that  the  people  in 
America  are  tired  of  increased  regulations  and  big 


28-11  The  Preferred  Alternative  states  no  surface 
occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  up  to  200  meters 
of  existing  or  planned  wildlife  habitat  improvement 
projects.  Wildlife  projects  are  typically  watering 
devices  or  small  exclosures  to  protect  a wildlife  water 
or  special  habitat  feature  such  as  tree  groves  or 
springs.  Two  hundred  meters  is  equal  to  about  656 
feet,  a little  more  than  a tenth  of  a mile  radius  from  the 
project.  The  no  surface  occupancy  area  is  intended  to 
buffer  wildlife  projects  from  disturbances  and  to  protect 
investments  of  public  funds  in  those  projects.  Major 
land  areas  are  not  claimed  as  wildlife  projects. 

28-12  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  surface 
occupancy  would  not  be  allowed  within  up  to  200 
meters  of  active  heronries  or  by  delaying  activity  for  up 
to  120  days,  or  a combination  of  both.  Any  surface 
disturbing  activity  in  the  locality  of  wildlife  concerns, 
including  drilling,  would  be  evaluated  on  a case-by- 
case basis.  The  implication  of  elimination  of  drilling  on 
every  affected  40-acre  tracts  is  not  wholly  correct.  In 
some  situations  as  many  as  31  acres  could  be 
affected;  in  most  cases,  the  affected  area  would  be 
much  smaller.  In  any  case,  the  use  of  200-meter 
buffers  is  provided  for  in  current  regulations. 

28-13  Your  comment  misrepresents  the  intended  use 
of  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements. 
The  word  "any"  is  not  used  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  in  the  context  of  the  requirements. 
The  no  surface  occupancy  requirement  would  be 
applied  on  a case-by-case  basis.  Exceptions  to  its 
use  are  listed.  Based  on  our  use  of  the  200-meter 
rule  (which  has  been  in  the  regulations  since  1988), 
we  would  expect  an  offset  of  a full  200  meters  to  be 
an  exception,  not  a common  practice. 

28-14  Refer  to  responses  29-40,  53-1  and  93-3. 

28-15  No  response  required. 


17  government. 

Ig  (Applause  from  the  audience) . 

19  MR.  RANDY  PATTERSON:  The  Draft  RMP,  as 

20  submitted,  is  almost  completely  unsatisfactory  and 

21  objectionable  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  The  specific 

22  substantive  comnents,  which  will  be  submitted  on  these 

23  aforementioned  subjects,  as  well  as  almost  every  aspect  of 

24  this  Draft  will  so  numerous  and  detailed  that  it  will 

25  constitute  a redraft  of  the  RMP . 
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17 

A new  and  considerably  improved  alternative  will 

2 

accompany  our  conments,  which  will  emphasize  the  maximum 

3 

beneficial  use  of  the  land  with  reduced  governmental 

4 

involvement  and  regulation. 

5 

We  thank  you  for  giving  us  this  opportunity  to  voice 

6 

our  corments . 

? 

THE  HEADING  OFFICER;  Thank  you,  sir. 

8 

Our  next  registered  spea)cer  is  Greg  Nibert,  Would  you 

9 

please  come  forward  to  the  microphone  and  give  us  your  name 

10 

and  who  you  represent. 

11 

MK.  GREG  NIBERT:  My  name  is  Greg  Nibert 

12 

and  I'm  with  the  Hinkle  Law  Eino  here  in  Roswell,  I'm  Co- 

13 

chair  of  a joint  oil  and  gas  industry  corrmittee  of  the  New 

14 

Mexico  Oil  emd  Gas  Association  and  the  Independent  Petroleum 

15 

Association  of  New  Mexico.  I,  too,  like  Mr.  Patterson,  I 

16 

have  been  working  on  this  sub-coninittee  for  a number  of 

17 

months  in  trying  to  evaluate,  trying  to  identify  the  issues 

18 

that  concern  the  oil  and  gas  industry,  with  respect  to  the 

19 

matters  addressed  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan. 

20 

It's  oy  intent  today  to  discuss  briefly  some  of  our  concerns 

21 

and  we'll  assure  you  that  we'll  have  substantive  and  fairly 

22 

lengthy  camr^ents  to  you  by  your  deadline.  And  I too  am  here 

16 

23 

to  request  that  you  reconsider  the  decision  that  was  made  in 

24 

November,  to  only  grant  us  a 30  day  extension,  to  March  1st, 

25 

1995,  in  which  to  ccxrment. 

28-16  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 


18 

1 He  would  like  to  have  an  additional  60  days,  to  May 

2 lat,  1995,  in  which  to  prepare  these  ccxnTventi.  He  do  find 

3 that  we  are  somewhat  constrained  in  our  ability  to  address 

A all  of  the  issues  that  the  BLM  has  put  before  us  within  the 

5 original  90  day  period,  and  now  the  120  day  period  that  has 

6 been  provided,  and  it  would  certainly  be  of  a benefit  to  us 

7 and  probably  be  of  a benefit  to  BLM  if  we  had  that 

6 additional  ti^  to  make  our  comments  more  coherent,  make 

9  them  flow  in  a more  logical  fashion  and  to  really  try  to 

10  polish  them  with  that  additional  time. 

11  A number  of  organizations  have  requested  that 

12  additional  period  of  time,  and  not  only  the  oil  and  gas 

13  industry,  but  I understand  that  the  grazing/ranch  industries 

14  have  requested  an  extension,  and  I believe  Senator  Domenici 

15  has  also  requested  that  additional  extension  of  time,  to  Kay 

16  1st,  1995,  and  we  would  certainly  ask  that  you  do,  to  give 

17  us  time  in  that  regard  to  inspect  each  alternative.  I 
le  believe  that  one  reason  that  that  additional  time  is 

19  necessary  too,  is  because  1 think  just  this  very  week  the 

20  people  in  Roswell  were  notified  of  the  possible  significance 

21  of  this  document. 

22  I believe  that  other  connunities  in  Southeastern  New 

23  Mexico,  that  will  be  substantially  affected  by  this 

24  docun^nt,  are  just  now  learning  of  the  significance  of  the 

25  document,  so  1 think  they  too  need  time  to  pick  it  up,  look 
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at  it  and  aee  how  it  does  aftect  their  coJTDunities.  how  it 
will  affect  the  people  that  live  in  those  communities,  so  we 
do  request  that  time. 

I would  like  to  again,  make  a couple  of  observations 
with  respect  to  the  Management  Plan.  It  does  have  five 
proposed  alternatives,  and  I would  submit  to  you  all,  that 
they  are  really  not  five  true  alternatives,  there  are  shades 
of  basically  the  same  things,  and  I think  one  thing  that  Mr. 
Patterson  alluded  to  was  trying  to  come  up  with  a true 
alternative  to  what  is  being  presented  in  this  document,  and 
we're  in  the  process  of  endeavoring  to  try  to  give  you  a 
true  alternative  as  to  how  these  public  lands  are  going  to 
be  managed  for  the  foreseeable  future.  No  alternative,  in 
this  document,  emphasizes  oil  and  gas  production,  production 
from  the  grazing  industry,  revenue  generating  sources  of 
income  to  the  Federal  Government,  to  our  State  Government, 
to  our  School  Districts  and  to  the  local  governments  that 
are  involved  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico. 

We  believe  that  there  is  a significant  opportunity  for 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  put  before  the  people  in 
Southeastern  New  Mexico,  and  to  the  public  generally,  a 
Management  Plan  that  will  encourage  oil  and  gas  operators, 
ranchers  and  others  who  bring  in  revenues  to  the  Federal 
Government,  to  do  business  with  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  and  to  encourage  those  types  of  activities.  And 


28-17  Refer  to  response  28-8. 
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that's  one  thing  we  are  looking  at  in  trying  to  prepare 
corments  to  you 

He  believe  that  the  entire  Resource  Management  Plan,  as 
it's  drafted,  emphasizes  revenue  depleting  resources,  not 
revenue  generating  resources,  and  that's  a concern  to  us, 
not  only  as  members  of  these  connunities  in  which  we  live,  I 
believe,  but  also  as  members  or  as  organizations  who's 
livelihood  depends  upon  these  valuable  resources  that  exist 
in  this  part  of  the  State  And  certainly  we'd  like  to  see 
some  encouragement  from  the  Federal  Agency  to  conduct  these 
operations  and  not  a discouraging  word  from  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  in  this  regard. 

'The  Sumary  items,  except  for  the  current  Alternative, 
which  1 identify  as  Alternative  A,  that  no  oil  and  gas 
leases  will  be  issued  and  allowed  to  be  developed  under 
standard  terms  and  conditions,  and  under  standard  lease 
provisions,  I'd  like  to  remind  you  that  oil  production  has 
occurred  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico  for  the  last  70  or  so 
years,  and  that  there  are  portions  of  your  District  that 
have  significant  oil  and  gas  development,  and  I think  it's 
highly  offensive  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry  to  be  faced 
with  a situation  where  they  cannot  conduct  their  operations 
and  activities  under  standard  terms  and  conditions  that  are 
in  the  Federal  Lease  Form,  but  that  you  have  to  add  to  that 
additional  conditions  for  approval,  additional  steps  for 


28-19  Refer  to  responses  39-1,  39-7,  39-8,  and 
50-10. 


28-20  Refer  to  responses  112-100  and  148-2. 
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21 

them  to  conduct  their  operations,  some  of  which  you  might 
find  not  significant,  but  when  added  up,  they  do  begin  to 
amount  in  real  dollars  and  to  real  detriments  to  wanting  to 
do  business  on  Federal  lands. 

So  I thinX  that  the  Alternatives  need  to  reflect  some 
encouraging  words  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry  to  do  business 
on  Federal  lands  and  to  try  not  to  add  these  stipulations, 
these  additional  conditions  for  approval,  that  we  have  seen 
utiliied  increasingly  within  the  last  several  years,  we  do 
not  believe  that  these  additional  stipulations  and 
conditions  are  necessary-  We  do  believe  that  the  oil  and 
gas  industry,  for  the  most  part,  has  done  a good  job  in 
Southeastern  New  Mexico,  in  making  sure  that  its  operations 
are  conducted  safely  and  in  a manner  that  continues  to  give 
value  to  the  land,  and  we  hope  that  you  will  recognize  the 
efforts  on  the  part  of  the  industry  to  do  that. 

I understand  at  the  Open  House,  when  I got  in  to  a 
debate  with  some  of  the  BLM  officials,  regarding  the  200 
meter  requirement  that  we  find  throughout  the  document,  and 
the  BLM  official  basically  made  the  comment  that  BLM  wants 
to  update  and  be  part  of  the  international  community  in 
using  meters  instead  of  feet,  and  maybe  1 applaud  that 
effort  to  modernize  your  logs,  although  we  don't  understand 
meters  down  here  a lot  of  times,  but  one  thing  that  concerns 
me  is  that  200  meters  is  more  than  the  200  feet  that  we  find 


28-21  Refer  to  response  27-6. 
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1 ourselves  faced  with  under  many  of  the  current  stipulations 

2 that  you  attach  to  the  Lease,  or  the  number  of  feet  that  we 

3 see  in  a number  of  situations,  and  in  discussing  that  matter 

4 with  the  BLM  last  week,  basically  it  was  represented  chat 

5 BLM  wanted  to  standardize  the  term  200  meters,  because 

6 that's  what  is  currently  allowed  in  the  Regulations.  So  I 

7 went  back  to  the  Regulations  to  see  where  this  200  meters 
0 comes  from,  and  I believe  the  reference  is  in  43  CFR, 

9 Section  431.1-2,  and  there  it  talks  ^lbouc  the  surface  use 

10  rights  that  are  granted  to  an  oil  and  gas  lessee,  and  the 

11  oil  and  gas  lessee  has  a right  of  reasonable  use  of  the 

12  surface,  which  is  just  a qualification  of  the  common  law 

13  that  has  been  with  us,  well,  for  many  years,  and  in  essence, 

14  doesn't  grant  the  authorized  officer  the  ability  to  require 

15  the  relocation  of  the  proposed  operations  up  to  200  meters, 

16  if  there  is  a known  resource  value  that  you  have  to  avoid. 

17  And  I submit  to  you  that  this  regulation  does  not  give  us 

18  the  untethered  discretion  of  simply  moving  oil  and  gas 

19  operations. 

20  Number  1,  I believe  BLM  requires  --  Number  1,  if  it 

21  ends  the  natural  resource  values,  that  is  going  to  be 

22  substantially  impaired  by  the  protested  action.  Secondly, 

23  the  movement  away  from  the  proposed  operation,  where  the  oil 

24  and  gas  lessee  wants  to  conduct  his  operation,  it  has  to  be 

25  reasonable,  and  I believe  that  puts  Che  burden  on  BLM  to 
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23 

1 know  that  your  actiona  are  unreasonable  when  you  attempt  to 

2 move  a lessee  from  a particular  location.  It  we  have  the 

3 Resource  Management  Plan  in  place,  that  Is  basically 

4 indicated  now,  you  could  not  drill  a well  within  200  meters 

5 of  a known  bird  nest  or  whatever  it  might  be,  we  are  going 

< to  be  precluded  from  drilling  within  chat  area,  or  at  least 

1 the  BLM  will  have  the  ability  to  preclude  you  from  drilling 

8 in  this  area  without  placing  the  burden  that  they  have  at 

9 the  present  time,  and  I'd  like  to  read  to  you  the  first  part 

10  of  this  section,  it  says  --  "Attached  --  no,  wait.  "A 

11  lessee  shall  have  the  right  to  use  so  much  of  the  leased 

12  land  as  is  necessary  to  explore  for,  drill  for,  mine, 

13  extract,  remove  and  dispose  of  all  of  the  leased  resources 

14  in  a leasehold  subject  to  Stipulations  attached  to  the 

15  Lease.  Restrictions  derived  from  specific  non-discretionary 

16  statutes,  and  such  reasonable  measures  as  may  be  required  by 

n the  authorized  officer." 

18  And  that  was  what  I was  just  alluding  to,  but  if  you 

19  attach  Stipulations  to  the  Lease,  that  says  you  cannot  drill 

20  within  200  meters  of  a bird  nest  or  whatever  the  case  may 

21  be,  Chen  the  oil  and  gas  lease  is  going  to  control  and  chat 

22  will  preclude  us  from  drilling  at  a legal  location  within 

23  Chat  40  acre  proration  unit.  That  is  going  to  cause  sonw 

24  significant  problems  to  the  oil  and  gas  lessees,  as  they  try 

25  Co  develop  these  significant  oil  and  gas  fields  in 


28-23  Refer  to  responses  78-1,  133-1,  and  156-5. 
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Southeastern  New  Mexico. 

1 think  that  it  just  one  highlight  of  how  BLM  has  taken 
some  of  the  regulations  and  have  tried  to  now  make  it 
standardized  in  this  document,  but  yet  it's  going  to  create 
a situation  that  is  more  onerous  to  the  oil  and  gas  lessee 
chan  under  the  current  system,  and  to  I just  point  that  out 
as  an  example . 

There  are  several  other  things  that  we  will  note,  that 
we  consider  to  be  troublesome.  I think  the  assumptions  -- 
the  assumptions  that  are  made  are  sometimes  difficult  to 
deal  with  and  sometimes  difficult  to  understand.  It  seems 
like  everywhere  we  turn  it's  assumptions  being  made  chat  oil 
and  gas  operations  have  a detrimental  effect  on  whatever  the 
competing  resource  value  is,  whether  it's  lizards,  bluntnose 
shiners  in  the  Pecos  River,  caves  in  Carlsbad,  or  what  have 
you.  Oftentimes  those  assumptions  are  made  without  proof. 

In  fact  I will  call  your  attention  to  a portion  of  the 
Resource  Management  Plan  that  concerns  the  lizard  habitat, 
and  I think  the  statement  is  made  quite  boldly  in  the 
Resource  Management  Plan,  that  oil  and  gas  operations  have  a 
detrimental  effect  on  the  Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard  and  --  let's 
see.  The  Resource  Management  Plan  states  that  disturbance 
of  dunes,  with  present  activity,  may  be  detrimental  to 
continued  existence  of  the  lizard  in  those  areas.  This 
state.-wnt,  we  believe,  is  made  without  fact,  in  that  we  have 


28-24  Refer  to  responses  78-1 , 1 33-1 , and  1 56-5. 


28-25  Chapter  4 of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  discusses  the 
environmental  consequences  of  the  alternatives; 
specifically  on  page  4-48  regarding  the  sand  dune 
lizard.  Here,  we  state  that  lizards  may  be  directly 
impacted  by  future  surface  disturbance  resulting  from 
oil  and  gas  activities  and  give  specific  reasons  why. 
Under  Alternatives  D and  E,  we  state  that  occupied 
microhabitats  would  be  protected  while  allowing  oil  and 
gas  development  to  occur.  We  know  from  current 
studies  that  the  lizards  show  high  site  fidelity:  marked 
lizards  did  not  move  between  dune  blowouts.  If  a 
caliche  pad  is  constructed  over  an  occupied  blowout, 
that  habitat  is  lost.  And,  depending  on  when  the 
activity  takes  place,  direct  loss  of  lizards  may  also 
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1 not  had  an  adequate  study  in  Borbe  of  that  habitat,  to  even 

2 make  statements  like  that,  and  I don't  believe  that  the  Game 

3 s Fish  Department  has  reached  any  conclusions  in  that 

4 regard.  There  are  other  statements  throughout  the  document 

5 that  are  similar,  that  create  a mood  of  BLM  not  wanting  oil 

6 and  gas  operations  and  for  that  matter  grazing  to  occur  on 

7 Federal  Lands,  and  maybe  that's  not  your  intent,  but  just 

8 reading  the  document  that  is  how  it  corses  across,  and  we 

9 believe  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  should  encourage 

10  those  types  of  resources  to  be  developed  on  their  lands, 

11  because  that's  where  the  benefits  to  society  are  derived 

12  from  in  terms  of  the  well-being  of  the  communities  in 

13  Southeastern  New  Mexico,  as  well  as  the  impact  on  the 

14  taxpayer. 

15  Again  I believe  my  time  is  running  short,  but  you  will 

16  have  significant  comments  from  the  oil  and  gas  industry,  and 

n I hope  that  you  will  seriously  consider  the  matters  that  we 

18  will  place  before  you.  because  they  are  of  grave  concern  to 

19  us  and  to  a certain  extent,  I believe,  it's  of  great  concern 

20  to  not  only  the  oil  and  gas  industry,  but  a grave  concern  to 

21  all  of  the  citizens  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico  who  derive  a 

22  portion  of  the  goods  and  services  that  they  expect  from 

23  their  ccarcTtunities.  can  be  directly  related  to  the  oil  and 

24  gae  industry,  and  the  benefits  that  it  provides,  including 

25  the  education  of  our  children  and  the  education  of  the 


occur.  Individual  pads  probably  would  not  jeopardize 
the  existence  of  the  lizard,  as  a population.  But,  long- 
term oil  field  development  may  negatively  impact  local 
populations  leading  to  the  potential  for  elevating  the 
status  to  federal  threatened  or  endangered. 
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1 University  students  and  what  have  you.  Thank  you  for  your 

2 t ime . 

3 THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Thank  you.  Our 

4 next  registered  speaker  is  Louis  Derrick.  Would  you  please 

5 come  forward  to  the  microphone  and  give  us  your  name  and  who 

6 you  represent. 

7 MR,  LOUIS  DERRICK:  I'm  Louis  Derrick, 

8 I'm  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Federal  and  Private  Lands  Cormittee 

9 of  the  New  Mexico  State  Cattle  Growers.  Sometimes  I get 

10  long  winded,  so  I would  like  to  ask  for  additional  time 

11  after  the  other  speakers  are  done  this  afternoon. 

12  THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Yes.  we'll  have 

13  a session  for  that. 

14  MR.  LOUIS  DERRICK;  I'd  like  to  Start  on 

15  Page  115,  and  it  goes  under  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 

16  Requirements,  and  it  states,  "On  lands  where  the  Federal 

17  surface  is  administered  by  other  agencies,  and  the  Federal 

18  Mineral  Estate  is  administered  by  the  Bl>4,  the  requirements 

19  would  be  applied  where  the  Surface  Managing  Agency  has  not 

20  developed  other  surface  protection  migrations  or 

21  stipulations.  These  requirements  would  be  applied  to  land 

22  surface  areas  that  are  privately  owned  or  owned  by  the  State 

23  of  New  Mexico. " 

24  And  I believe  whether  it's  oil  and  gas  coming  on  your 

25  property,  I think  it  ought  to  be  the  discretion  of  the 


28-26  Refer  to  response  65-8. 
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27 

private  property  owner  on  how  the  land,  tha  location  or  the 

2 

road  ihould  b«  dona,  not  undar  junadictlon  --  privata  land 

3 

shouldn't  ba  under  jurisdiction  ot  tha  BLM  or  tha  State  of 

4 

New  Mexico  I balieva  you're  violating  tha  rights  of  tha 

5 

private  landowner  and  also  of  the  State  that  we  live  in  Wa 

6 

go  in  to  3-15  on  the  LiveatocK  Managing  Grating  Management, 

7 

and  it  talks  about  --  at  how  the  --  "If  the  the  grating 

6 

permittee  agrees  to  allow  the  BLM  to  modify  fences  • )Uid  it 

9 

goes  on  in  to  other  changes  to  be  needed  or  implemented  with 

10 

management  of  the  habitat  of  the  litacd  or  the  livestock 

11 

grating  or  by  wildfirt. 

13 

You  say  in  here  that  the  grating  --  if  the  Grating 

27 

13 

Fermiccee  agrees  but  you  90  over  here  in  to  Rage  3-20  and 

14 

you  go  up  in  to  Big  Game/Upland  Game  Habitat  Management. 

15 

You  say  you  want  to  --  to  undertake  the  following  practice 

16 

under  Common  Management  and  that  is  replacing  existing 

17 

netwire  fences  and  installing  and  removing  wire  fences  and 

18 

lowering  fences  and  rentoving  extra  strands  of  barbed  wire 

19 

for  the  four  strand  fence  specifications,  and  removing  extra 

20 

top  strands  of  barbed  wire  from  netwire  fences,  to  prevent 

21 

entanglement  of  mule  deer. 

32 

Next  you  go  into  acquiring  privately  owned  fencing 

28 

33 

built  across  public  lands.  Well,  briefly  let  me  say  to 

24 

that,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  a fencing 

25 

regulation,  but  1 think  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ought 

28 
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28 

to  get  out  of  the  fencing  business  and  let  the  State  of  New 
Mexico  Fencing  Laws  take  care  of  what  is  out  on  this  land 
we  go  into  3-i7S,  in  to  the  Cave  and  Karst,  there  is  really 
not  any  definitions  on  Caves  and  Karst,  it  goes  into 
significant  caves  in  the  RMP,  karst  features,  which  may  be  a 
crack  in  the  ground,  and  it  is  stated  that  up  to  1.000  acres 
would  **  could  be  fenced  by  everyday  ACEC's,  but  1 see  no 
real  difference  there  and  to  however  ACEC's  are  committed  to 
being  fenced  off.  or  as  the  old  could  have  been  200  meters 
in  this,  and  I can  see  any  definition  being  too  wide  open, 
or  you  would  take  in  thousands  and  thousands  of  acres  of 
land . 

The  people  we  have  here  in  this  BLM,  we  have  now,  may 
not  do  this,  but  you  all  arc  not  around  forever,  and 
somebody  else  comes  along  and  they  decide  that  every  single 
cave  and  karst  in  the  valley  and  all  of  the  Resource  area, 
should  be  protected  and  you  have  lost  quite  a bit  of  your 
land  to  drilling  and  grazing  to  that  fact. 

on  2-183,  we  go  into  the  Riparian/wetland  and  Playa 
Lake  ?<ana9ement,  and  it  --  well,  not  one  of  the  main  things, 
but  it  says  the  presence  of  threatened  or  endangered  species 
that  rely  on  the  Source,  and  you  go  in  to  no  -•  no  occupancy 
within  200  meters  of  playas  and  alkali  lakes  and  perennial 
streams,  and  go  in  to  alkali  lakes  or  playa  lakes  or  dry 
lakes  around  here,  or  whatever  you  want  to  call  them,  as  far 


28-27  The  text  about  fencing  on  page  2-1 5 refers  only 
to  the  Macho  Wildlife  Habitat  Area  and  begins  on  that 
page  at  the  bottom  of  the  left  column.  We  have 
inserted  "internal  pasture"  in  the  last  paragraph  of  the 
left  column;  refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 
The  discussion  on  page  2-15  that  includes  lizards  and 
wildfire  does  not  pertain  to  the  topic  of  fencing.  All  of 
the  fencing  practices  on  page  2-20  are  in  the 
regulations  now  and  can  be  implemented  without  an 
RMP  as  part  of  livestock  grazing  management. 
Including  these  practices  in  the  RMP  discloses  the 
BLM's  intent  on  ensuring  safe  fences  for  wildlife. 


28-28  We  have  removed  from  the  Proposed  Plan  the 
option  of  acquiring  privately  owned  fences  on  public 
lands  from  the  list  of  practices  that  could  be  employed 
to  enhance  big  game  expansion  or  movement  (see 
page  2-20  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS).  That  option  is  not 
needed  for  effective  management  of  big  game  habitat. 
The  BLM  will  continue  to  apply  its  fencing  standards 
on  public  lands.  The  conditions  for  installing, 
constructing  and  removing  fences  on  public  lands  are 
in  43  CFR  4120.3.  There  is  substantial  support  in  the 
form  of  case  law  and  administrative  opinions  for  the 
use  of  BLM  fencing  standards  on  public  lands. 

28-29  The  definitions  of  "cave"  and  "karst"  were 
mistakenly  left  out  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS.  They 
have  been  included  in  the  Proposed  RMP/RMPA/Final 
EIS.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Glossary  in  this 
document  for  these  definitions. 

The  preferred  alternative  for  management  of  the  Cave 
ACEC  states  that  about  1 ,000  acres  could  be  closed 
to  livestock  grazing  by  fencing  to  prevent  accelerated 
erosion  into  the  sink  areas  or  caves.  This  also  would 
help  reduce  impacts  resulting  from  OHV  use  near 
sinks  or  cave  entrances.  The  amount  of  land  it  takes 
to  protect  the  caves  and  the  locations  of  exclosures 
would  be  determined  on  a case-by-case  basis.  The 
fenced  areas  could  range  in  size  from  a few  square 
yards  to  as  many  as  20  acres. 

28-30  No  response  required. 
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2i 

*1  an  oilfield  goee,  you  don't  have  much^left  to  drill  on. 

} 

but  at  far  aa  livestock  goes,  they  are  saying  they  are  going 

30 

3 

to  protect  the  water,  the  quality  of  water,  and  we  don't 

4 

have  much  to  graze  around  either,  the  springs  and  seeps  and 

s 

reservoirs  and  earth  tanks  and  playa  lakes,  it  says  will  be 

6 

enhanced  by  constructing  protective  enclosures. 

? 

Hell,  I think  that  the  BLM  is  playing  with  a lot  of 

8 

trouble,  as  (ar  as  State  Water  Law  goes  and  the  water  rights 

9 

in  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  because  they  are  the  ones  that 

10 

we  have  got  at  least  on  our  place.  99  percent  of  them  have 

31 

11 

been  done  by  the  rancher  and  we  claim  them  as  water  rights. 

12 

and  I think  we  would  have  a lot  of  trouble  if  you  tried  to 

13 

provide  offset  livestock  watering,  when  we  ought  to  have  the 

14 

water  there  (or  wildlife  and  conmence  to  getting  in  to  a 

15 

lawsuit  over  State  water  Law. 

16 

The  critical  habitat  (or  the  lizard,  it  really  hasn't 

17 

been  desi9T>aLed  a$  end&n3ered  yec,  but.  still  in  this  MP, 

18 

you  have  put  in  that  livestock  could  be  removed  or  rotation 

19 

systems  could  be  removed  for  a long  period  of  time,  and  the 

32 

20 

same  with  the  oil  and  gas  too. 

21 

You  have  already  designated  critical  hSLbitat,  when  it 

22 

hasn't  even  been  listed  by  the  Federal  Government  yet,  and  I 

23 

think  you  overstepped  your  bounds  too  quick  on  this.  And 

24 

when  it  is  listed,  they  have  to  --  the  way  I understand  it. 

25 

they  have  to  design  the  critical  habitat  (or  that  species. 

10 

*nd  I thinX  you  h«vt  went  too  (ait  on  thli,  I think' you' ri  - 
- wi  go  in  to  the  Icononic  Acalytii,  and  I'm  not  an  expert, 

I don't  have  a degree,  but  it  reiUy  --  you  go  in  to  here 
and  i(  you  implemented  Alternative  a,  and  implemented  your 
Comon  Management,  I aee  that  your  Sconontic  Analysii  ii  very 
weak,  or  I think  it'i  very  weak.  It  doei  not  go  (ar  enough 
becauae  if  you  implemented  everything  in  thii  book,  the  way 
it  readi  in  here,  the  way  it  could  be  done  by  other 
employeei  that  come  in  here  later,  and  you're  going  in  by  a 
caae  to  caae  basil,  if  you  car  run  any  or  you  can  graze 
livestock  here,  up  front  you  tell  in  here  how  much  AUM' s 
will  look,  or  how  many  acres  you're  going  to  take  out  for 
drilling,  but  if  you  implement  all  of  this  other  stuff  in 
here,  your  bottom  line,  you  don't  know  how  much  you're  going 
to  take  out  of  the  economic  stability  of  these  Counties.  1 
would  like  to  request  inflow  on  bow  many  dollars  this  AMP 
cost,  on  working  mao  hours,  and  how  much  it  cost  to  make 
copies  of  this  AMP,  and  I would  like  to  know  how  much  this 
will  cost  to  implement  this  Plan  on  protecting  caves  and 
playa  lakes  and  etc. 

I would  like  -•  I think  --  I believe  the  industries 
would  like  to  see  what  it  costs,  and  the  taxpayers  of  the 
United  States  would  like  to  know  what  it  costa  to  implement 
this  whole  plan,  if  it  all  goes  through,  and  how  much  the 
cost  to  the  County  tax  base  it  may  cost  --it  may  cost  the 


28-31  The  information  on  water  rights  is  inciuded  in 
the  RMP/EiS  for  the  purpose  of  disciosure  and  does 
not  deviate  from  current  BLM  policy.  Some  state 
appropriative  water  rights,  as  well  as  some  federal 
reserved  water  rights  in  the  Roswell  District,  are 
owned  by  the  United  States.  Federal  reserved  water 
rights  are  reserved  when  Congress  withdraws  land 
from  the  public  domain  for  a specific  purpose.  State 
appropriative  rights  are  secured  by  the  federal 
government  according  to  New  Mexico  water  law 
procedures. 

Most  stockwater  rights  on  public  land  are  state 
appropriative  rights.  Others,  such  as  those  reserved 
under  Public  Water  Reserve  No.  107,  are  federal 
reserved  water  rights.  The  BLM  files  for  stockwater 
rights  according  to  the  source  of  funding  used  to 
develop  the  water  supply. 

1.  Where  total  funding  for  development  and 
maintenance  of  a stockwatering  facility  has  been,  or 
will  be  provided  by  a permittee/lessee,  the 
permittee/lessee  may  file  for  a state  appropriative 
water  right. 

2.  Where  the  funding  for  development  of  a 
stockwatering  facility  is  shared  between  the  BLM  and 
the  permittee/lessee  pursuant  to  a cooperative 
agreement,  the  BLM  shall  file  for  a state  appropriative 
water  right.  The  permittee/lessee  may  file  jointly  with 
the  BLM  as  co-holder,  if  the  permittee/lessee  so 
desires. 

3.  Where  a stockwatering  facility  is,  or  has  been 
developed  entirely  with  BLM  funds,  the  BLM  shall  file 
for  the  water  right  in  accordance  with  state  water  law 
procedures. 

28-32  The  sand  dune  lizard  is  listed  as  an 
endangered  species  by  the  New  Mexico  Department 
of  Game  and  Fish  under  the  New  Mexico  Wildlife 
Conservation  Act.  The  BLM  is  mandated  to  protect 
habitat  for  state-listed  species.  The  comment  that  the 
BLM  designated  critical  habitat  for  the  sand  dune 
lizard  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  is  not  accurate.  The  BLM 
does  not  designate  critical  habitat  for  federal 
threatened  or  endangered  species.  If  this  species 
does  become  listed  as  a federally  threatened  or 
endangered  species,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  would  be  responsible  for  designating  critical 
habitat. 

28-33  An  exact  cost  cannot  be  determined  because 
of  the  nature  of  our  accounting  and  budgeting 
processes.  From  October  1 990  through  January  1 995, 
our  trackable  expenditures  amounted  to  about 
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1 

}i 

taxpayer,  of  the  County  and  other  Counties,  and  how  much 

2 

will  this  cost  the  livestock  producer  and  the  oil  and  gas 

3 

industry  to  implement  these  new  rules,  which  I don't  think 

34 

. 4 

we'll  really  know,  because  the  only  alternative  that  might 

5 

be  any  worse,  is  no  grazing  and  no  drilling,  because  this  is 

6 

so  wide  open  and  even  alternate  E and  the  Land  Management 

7 

itself  would  nearly  end  up  to  no  grazing  and  no  drilling. 

8 

Like  I say,  I --  your  Economic  Analysis  didn't  go  far 

9 

enough,  if  it  was  all  implemented,  and  I have  one  more 

10 

little  deal,  it  will  just  take  a couple  of  minutes  and  then 

11 

I'm  --  I'll  be  through. 

12 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Proceed. 

13 

MR.  LOUIS  DERRICK:  I wrote  Up  this 

14 

little  rhyme  and  I do  this  every  once  in  a while,  and  1 was 

15 

sitting  there  writing  these  written  --  these  comments,  over 

18 

the  last  few  days,  and  X got  this  deal  I got  to  write  in, 

17 

and  X just  named  it  Corments,  and  it  says,  *we  comment  on 

18 

the  rocks  and  we  comment  on  the  soil,  we  comment  on  no 

19 

grazing,  I'm  sure  there  will  be  no  oil.  We  comment  on  the 

20 

grass,  we  corment  on  where  to  drill,  we  comment,  but  no  one 

21 

listens,  the  Interior  has  an  agenda  to  fulfill.  We  comment 

22 

on  the  caves,  we  corment  on  the  hills,  we  corrment  on  the 

23 

playas,  but  we  still  have  struck  no  deal.  He  comment  on  the 

24 

streams,  we  comment  on  birds  of  prey,  we  corment  on  the 

25 

lizards,  I think  we  comment  night  and  day.  We  conment  on 

$471 ,000.  This  is  about  average  for  the  development 
of  combined  resource  management  plans  and 
environmental  impact  statements  in  the  BLM.  Costs 
for  an  RMP  run  about  $500,000  or  more.  We  have 
substantially  lowered  our  costs  by  combining  the 
Roswell  RMP  and  the  Carlsbad  RMP  Amendment, 
compared  to  the  cost  of  two  separate  planning  efforts. 
We  don't  have  an  exact  per  copy  cost  of  the  RMP 
because  the  costs  of  printing  the  document  and  the 
pocket  map  (including  extra  copies)  and  some  of  the 
mailing  fees  were  included  in  the  printing  contract.  An 
estimated  cost  per  copy  ranges  from  about  $6.50  per 
copy  for  those  mailed  to  the  public  directly  from  the 
printer  to  about  $1 1 .00  per  copy  for  those  mailed  later. 

28-34  Refer  to  responses  29-17  and  53-7,  and  to  the 
discussion  of  economic  impacts  in  Chapter  4 of  the 
Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS. 
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1 the  fences,  we  corment  on  the  quail,  while  we  spend  all  of 

2 this  time  coninentinq,  our  livestock  and  oilfields  all  90  to 

3 hell.- 

4 (Applause  from  the  audience) . 

5 MR.  LOUIS  DERRICK;  "We  conr.ent  on 

4 regulations,  we  comment  on  each  and  every  flaw,  do  matter 

7 how  hard  we  do  and  try,  you  still  write  ovore  regulations 

8 and  laws.  We  comment  on  Indian  sites,  we  conrtent  from  land 

9 to  sea.  but  I have  one  less  corment,  we're  going  to  have 

10  local  County  control.  County  Government  is  our  economic 

11  stability,  not  the  Federal  Bureaucrats  that  work  for 

12  Washington,  D.C.*  Thank  you. 

13  THIS  HEARING  OFFICER:  Thank  you. 

14  (Applause  from  the  audience)  . 

15  THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Our  next 

18  registered  speaker  is  Mark  B.  Murphy,  would  you  please  come 

17  forward  to  the  microphone  and  give  us  your  name  and  who  you 

18  represent. 

19  MR.  MARK  B.  MURPHY;  Thank  you,  sir.  My 

20  name  is  Mark  Murphy  and  I'm  President  of  Strata  Production 

21  Ccxnpany,  an  independent  oil  and  gas  exploration  company, 

22  based  here  in  Roswell,  New  Mexico.  I'm  also  the  vice 

23  President  of  the  Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  New 

24  Mexico,  and  I too  wish  to  make  a few  cortr^nts.  We  have 

25  appreciated  the  30  day  extension  that  you  granted  to  us  to 
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1 make  corments  and  provide  written  corrfnents  and  so  forth,  but 

2 as  it'8  been  stated  before  here  today  by  Kr.  Patterson  and 

3 Mr.  Nibert  and  others,  the  detail  of  this  Plan,  the  extent 

4 of  this  Plan  deserves  more  consideration.  The  document  will 

5 affect  this  area  tremendously  and  the  IPA,  being  the 

6 Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  New  Mexico,  wishs  to 

7 formally  request  that  the  comment  period  be  extended  to 

8 May  1st  of  this  year.  1995. 

9 Me.TjDers  of  our  association  are  working,  with  others,  to 

10  submit  a detailed  written  comment,  that  will  set  forth  a 

11  real  Alternative  to  the  Resource  Management  Plan  that  we 

12  believe  should  be  considered  in  its  entirety.  Members  of, 

13  and  representatives  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  have 

14  made  the  statement  that  there  is  nothing  new  in  this  Plan, 

15  well,  I think  given  the  detailed  comments  today,  that  we  all 

16  know  that  there  is  quite  a bit  that  is  new  in  this  Plan,  and 

17  it's  going  to  affect  us  all  and  we  believe  that  we  should  be 

18  given  the  right  to  fully  connent  on  this,  and  that  we  should 

19  be  given  the  time  to  do  this  and  it  shouldn't  just  be  bulled 

20  through. 

21  I'll  make  a couple  of  general  observations  and  will 

22  leave  the  details  of  both  my  personal,  corporate  and  the 

23  IPANM  positions  to  written  comments  to  be  submitted  at  a 

24  later  date.  In  reviewing  this  plan,  it  is  obvious  that 

25  there  is  --  there  has  been  on  effort  to  streamline  Rules  and 


28-35  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 
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1 Regulations  and  has  not  -•  the  BLM  has  not  approached  this 

2 exercise  in  an  attempt  to  encourage  economic  development 

3 through  the  production  of  oil  and  gas  developments  and 

4 logical  and  appropriate  ranch  management. 

5 And  I believe  it  was  the  intent  of  Congress  that  BLM 

6 act  as  a shepherd,  that  they  shepherd  the  broadened  multiple 

7 use  of  public  lands.  What  we  have  found  is  that  the  BLM  is 

8 simply  acting  as  a rabid  watchdog,  overseeing  and  harassing 

9 appropriate  land  usage  and  this  has  got  to  stop.  The 

10  Environmental  Regulations,  including  the  Endangered  Species 

11  Act,  were  always  intended  by  Congress  in  a different  way 

12  than  they  are  being  used  today.  They  are  intended  to  supply 

13  and  protect  animal  habitats  and  species  and  not  to  be  used 

14  as  a source  to  sever  the  arteries  of  this  region  or  any 

15  region's  economic  livelihood. 

16  I believe  that  the  range  of  considerations,  as  outlined 

17  in  the  current  RMP.  are  not  true  Alternatives,  as  I believe 

18  Mr.  Nibert  said.  They  are  different  shades  of  the  same 

19  Plan.  The  range  of  Alternatives  should  truly  be  a range, 

20  and  it  is  the  intention  of  the  IPANM,  and  others,  to  submit 

21  true  Alternatives,  and  that  they  be  considered  and  we 

22  request  that  the  time  frame,  for  following  those,  be 

23  extended  to  May  1st,  1995.  Thank  you  very  much. 

24  THB  HEARING  OFFICER;  Thank  you.  Our 

25  next  registered  speaker  is  Bud  Bppers.  would  you  please 


28-36  Refer  to  response  39-8. 


28-37  Refer  to  response  28-8. 
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come  forward  to  the  microphone  and  give  us  your  name  and  who 

2 

you  represent . 

3 

MR.  BUD  EPPBRS:  Thank  you,  Mr. 

4 

Chairman.  My  name  is  Bud  Eppers,  and  I'm  President  of  the 

5 

Southeastern  New  Mexico  Grazing  Association,  and  although  my 

6 

corrmentB  are  going  to  be  fairly  broad  and  general  at  this 

7 

time,  I will  be  submitting  written  comments  at  a later  date. 

8 

I guess  I have  been  in  this  Roswell  District  and 

9 

participated  in  many  of  these  exercises  in  the  past,  as  was 

10 

stated  by  Randy  Patterson,  and  I continue  to  be  amazed  and 

11 

appalled  at  the  re-introduction  or  the  re-surfacing  of 

12 

issues  that  we  felt  we  had  reached  agreement,  or  that  there 

13 

was  no  specific  documented  evidence  to  support  some  of  the 

14 

proposals  in  the  ranching  phases  that  have  been  recommended. 

15 

and  especially  in  this  document  before  us  today. 

. 16 

We  have  set  through  months,  if  not  years,  of  meetings 

17 

on  conflicts  between  fencing  antelope,  sheep  production  in 

18 

the  Roswell  Resource  Area,  and  yet  although  we  thought  we 

19 

had  an  agreement  with  the  Federal  Government  a number  of 

20 

years  ago,  that  agreement  continues  to  be  breached  by  the 

38 

21 

inclusion  in  this  document  for  decisions  to  be  made  where 

22 

net  wire  fences,  on  Federal  Lands,  could  even  be  confiscated 

23 

to  allow  for  the  migration  or  movement  of  antelope,  which  in 

24 

this  District  do  not  migrate.  1 don't  know  how  many  times 

25 

this  industry  needs  to  remind  the  Federal  officials  involved 
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that  we  do  not  have  a ml9ration  of  herds  of  antelope.  There 
are  proposals,  in  this  document,  which  will  further  modify 
existing  fencing,  private  improvements  on  public  lands  to  a 
standard  below  what  is  the  State  Minimum  Standard  for  a 
fence  in  this  State. 

This  is  nothing  but  a continuation  to  ignore  State  Law 
by  Federal  edict.  I guess  in  reviewing  this  document,  it 
looks  like  it  should  be  entitled.  •The  Confiscation  and 
Corruption  Plan  for  the  Roswell  Resource  District.* 

In  the  back  of  it  I see  where  there  are  numerous 
restrictions  being  place  on  the  oil  and  gas  industry  to 
drill  and  develop  an  area  around  a cave  or  a group  of  trees 
or  a playa  lake  or  something.  But  if  the  price  is  right 
there  are  exceptions  to  the  rule.  This  is  just  another 
coercive  tactic  that  is  being  used  by  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  and  now  it's  being  put  in  to  our  own  Roswell  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

I think  this  document  needs  to  be  taken  back,  1 think 
it  needs  to  be  rewritten,  I think  all  of  the  issues  that 
have  been  raised,  that  were  settle,  and  there  Is  no 
scientific  documentable  data  or  evidence  to  support  them. 

It  needs  to  be  withdrawn  out  of  this  Plan,  and  that  we  need 
to  get  on  with  trying  to  manage  the  resources  for  the 
benefit  of  all  of  the  people  in  this  --  not  only 
Southeastern  New  Mexico,  but  throughout  this  State.  The 


28-38  It  is  unclear  exactly  what  specific  agreement 
you  are  citing.  An  agreement  was  made  to  conduct 
the  Roswell  Pronghorn  Study  and  apply  its  findings. 
That  agreement  has  not  been  breached.  We  have 
since  used  several  recommendations  to  conduct 
pronghorn  transplants  into  suitable  pastures  (only  two 
have  been  conducted  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area 
since  1985).  We  have  not  proposed  confiscating 
fences  located  on  federal  lands.  On  page  2-20, 
acquiring  privately  owned  fences  built  across  public 
land  was  proposed,  but  we  have  dropped  the 
proposal.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 
Also  refer  to  responses  28-27  and  28-28. 

We  believe  you  are  mistaken  in  your  assertion  that  we 
have  discussed  the  migration  of  pronghorn  herds  and 
have  proposed  management  based  on  migration. 
Pronghorn  were  once  able  to  move  relatively  freely 
across  the  rangelands.  With  netwire  fencing,  many 
herds  perished  because  of  the  inability  to  move  and 
seek  better  foraging  areas,  and  because  of  direct 
competition  with  sheep  for  forage  in  increasingly 
smaller  pastures.  The  existence  of  viable  pronghorn 
populations  on  public  rangelands  is  in  keeping  with  the 
multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  concepts. 

The  current  fencing  agreement  between  the  BLM  and 
the  state  deals  with  fencing  highway-rights-of-way 
across  public  lands.  Fences  built  across  public  lands 
must  follow  BLM  fencing  standards  unless  special 
wildlife  needs  would  require  some  modification  in  the 
standard. 
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1 

37 

Social  Bconoouc  Analysis  that  was  done  in  this  Draft  Plan, 

2 

is  --  falls  far  short  of  recogniring  the  impact  of  such 

3 

Plan,  being  as  required  under  Sxecutive  Order  2630. 

4 

There  again  it  amazes  me  how  Federal  Agencies  can  mix 

5 

and  pick  and  choose  whatever  Executive  Order  they  want  to 

6 

fulfill  whatever  Plan  or  objective  they  have,  and  continue 

7 

to  ignore  others  that  nave  been  on  the  bocks  now  for  a 

8 

number  of  years. 

9 

In  addition  to  the  other  requests,  I am  submitting  a 

10 

request  to  you  today  to  extend  the  comment  period  on  this 

11 

Draft  Proposal  for  another  180  days.  I do  not  think  that 

12 

this  is  not  a legitimate  request  when  it's  taken  the  Agency 

13 

as  long  as  it  has  to  prepare  this  Draft,  and  then  expects  us 

14 

to  consider  all  of  the  alternatives,  consider  all  of  the 

39 

15 

actions  proposed  in  such  a short  period  of  time.  It's 

16 

utterly  impossible  to  be  able  to  do  this,  we  all  have,  in 

17 

addition  to  this,  we  have  other  planning  efforts  by  other 

18 

agencies  going  on  at  the  same  time.  There  is  no  way  we  can 

19 

possibly  address  all  of  the  planning  efforts  that  are  pushed 

20 

forth  by  the  Federal  Agencies. 

21 

So  with  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I would  like  to  submit  to 

22 

you  a written  request  for  another  180  days  of  conment 

23 

period.  Thank  you. 

24 

(Letter  of  January  9th,  1995,  handed  to 

25 

the  Reporter) . 

28-39  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 
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THE  HEAJ^ING  OFFICER:  Thank  you.  Our 

next  registered  speaker  is  Gary  Foney. 

MR.  GARY  FONEY:  My  nan>e  is  Gary  Foney 

and  I represent  myself,  and  I would  just  like  to  make  a few 
short  coiTfnents  today.  I come  representing  several 
organizations,  I'm  a member  of  the  Lea  County  Chapter  of 
Quail  Unlimited  I'm  a member  of  the  Lea  County  Chapter  of 
the  New  Mexico  wildlife  Federation,  and  an  active  member  in 
the  oil  and  gas  industry,  including  Past  President  of  the 
New  Mexico  Gas  Association. 

I'm  not  representing  the  Association  today,  but  I'm 
speaking  on  my  own  behalf.  I mentioned  my  affiliation  with 
the  Wildlife  Association  and  the  oil  and  gas  industry,  in  an 
attempt  to  point  out  that  this  is  not  a revamp  of  one  of  the 
other  issues,  that  there  is  plenty  of  room  in  an  appropriate 
Plan  that  allows  for  good  wildlife  management  and  good 
economic  development,  both  in  the  oil  and  gas  industry, 
ranching  industry  and  etc.  I would  also  like  to  add  my 
corr-ents  to  those  earlier,  requesting  at  least  the  60  day 
extension  to  the  comment  period. 

I'd  like  to  point  out  that  Quail  Unlimited,  New  Mexico 
Wildlife  Federation  are  volunteer  organizations.  There  are 
a number  of  people  in  those  organizations  certainly 
concerned  and  interested  in  this  Plan,  but  have  jobs  and 
families  and  their  time  and  efforts  to  get  to  this  Plan  are 


28-40  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 
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•om«wh*t  limitecl  »nd  »n  »ddlclon«l  (O  dayt,  In  in  iffort  to 
coordiniti  with  othtr  piopli  and  look  ovir  ilternitlv* 
plini,  would  be  of  great  benefit,  and  I think  thia  ii  an 
ik(>ortant  Plan,  and  to  try  to  put  forth  our  time  to 
adequately  comment  on  it  would  be  inappropriate. 

I would  like  to  thank  the  BLN  for  aome  effort!  they 
have  made  in  enhancing  wildlife.  BLN  and  Quail  Unlimited 
have  worked  together  on  water!  --  watering!,  and  have  had 
lome  good  project!  that  I think  have  benefited  wildlife, 
epecifically  in  Lea  County.  However  we  alao  need  to 
recogniie  the  good  and  atrong  working  relationship!  between 
the  oil  and  gaa  Industry,  and  the  ranching  coitmunity,  with 
these  wildlife  Federations. 

A strong  economic  base  in  Southeastern  Hew  Mexico, 
founded  in  oil  and  gas  and  ranching  issues  is  important  for 
all  of  us.  He  certainly  need  jobs  along  with  the 
improvement  of  wildlife  habitats.  Specifically  Quail 
Unlimited  believes  that  some  of  the  measures  that  are  in  the 
Plan  are  not  necessary  for  prudent  wildlife  management. 
Specifically  one  that's  been  talked  about  at  different 
places  in  this  Plan  is  a 100  meter  radius  around,  for 
example,  planned  or  existing  wildlife  improvement  sites.  We 
had  a specific  discussion  with  wildlife  -•  with  Quail 
Unlimited  members  today,  on  a watering  site  that  is  much 
closer  than  that  200  meter  radius.  They  felt  that  this 


40 

watering  site  was  being  used  and  was  very  adequate  for 
wildlife  and  that  the  200  meter  radius  was  not  necessary. 

I think  the  same  radius,  when  applied  to  other  playa  lakes 
and  etc.  may  be  a larger  radius  than  is  truly  needed,  and  I 
think  that  is  an  issue  and  needs  to  be  looked  at. 

The  Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard  has  a potential  land  impact, 
and  I think  that  is  something,  as  pointed  out  in  earlier 
testimony,  that  it  not  currently  listed  as  endangered,  and 
to  include  it  in  this  Plan  is  to  limit  this  area  from  oil 
and  gas  development,  ranching  uses,  and  it  could  be  a strong 
economic  impact  and  may  not  be  appropriate. 

Also  concerned  with  the  number  of  acres  and  the  area  of 
acreage  in  the  Surface  Occupancy  to  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

This  it  possibly  a case  with  good  intentions  of  providing 
wildlife  and  other  usee,  but  may  not  be  necessary  and  may  be 
a case  of  over-regulation. 

what  we  hope  for  and  what  I speak  for  today,  both  the 
oil  and  gas  industry  and  my  own  prospective  and  ray 
membership  in  the  wildlife  Association,  is  what  we  need  is  a 
true  Alternative  Plan  different  than  what  we  see  here.  A 
Plan  that  can  be  both  good  for  wildlife  management  and  good 
for  economic  uses  in  this  region,  and  we  believe  this  is 
possible.  A truer  balance  between  these  needs  could  really 
benefit  all  of  us,  and  we  hope  that  you  allow  us  the  time  to 
prepare  that  Plan,  submit  it,  and  we  hope  that  you  take  a 


28-41  Wildlife  watering  facilities  or  other  habitat 
projects  are  constructed  in  particular  locations  based 
on  several  factors,  including  a lack  of  water  in  the 
general  area,  the  presence  of  wildlife  (e.g.,  big  game 
or  upland  game  birds),  and  the  presence  of  adequate 
forage  and  cover  components.  Because  water  is  a 
necessity  for  most  wildlife  types,  and  is  generally  very 
limited  within  a desert  environment,  the  watering 
facility  locations  become  areas  of  extremely  high  use 
by  wildlife.  A buffer  around  these  watering  facilities 
gives  wildlife  some  security  from  increased  human 
activity,  including  illegal  hunting.  Buffers  also  help 
protect  the  monetary  investment  made  in  these 
projects.  The  human  activities  associated  with  drilling 
and  maintaining  an  oil  or  gas  well,  and  the  residual 
traffic  generated  by  a new  road  and  well,  affect  the 
viability  of  a watering  facility.  For  example,  a new 
access  road  to  a well  constructed  in  close  proximity  to 
a watering  facility  increases  the  potential  for  illegal 
hunting  activities  to  occur  at  that  facility.  The  well  or 
associated  facilities  themselves  have  a minimal  effect 
on  the  viability  of  the  watering  facility.  It  is  our  belief, 
as  well  as  that  of  the  New  Mexico  Department  of 
Game  and  Fish,  that  increased  harassment  and  illegal 
harvest  of  game  result  from  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  development. 

28-42  Refer  to  responses  27-4,  54-2,  78-3,  and  84-5. 


28-43  Refer  to  responses  78-6,  116-3,  and  133-1. 
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good  look  at  it,  where  all  of  us  can  benefit  here  in 
Southeastern  New  Mexico,  throughout  the  State  and  this 
County.  I appreciate  your  tirne. 

THK  HKAKING  OFFICER;  Thank  you.  Our 
next  registered  speaker  is  Bob  Moorhead. 

MR.  BOB  MCXDRUEAD:  I’m  Bob  Moorhead  with 

Sand  Ranch,  and  I thank  you  for  this  opportunity.  First  of 
all  I'd  like  to  get  to  what  these  other  gentlemen  have  said. 

I agree  with  them  wholeheartedly  and  I chink  they  have  some 
very  good  points. 

But  in  hearing  this  stuff,  it  kind  of  reminds  me  of  an 
old  story  I had  heard,  where  this  little  child,  and  he  was 
coo  doggone  mean  and  they  couldn't  get  anybody  to  play  with 
him.  so  his  Mom  was  worried  about  this  and  they  come  up  with 
the  idea  that  they  did  have  a family  dog  and  he  was  a pretty 
good  old  dog,  and  they  tied  some  steaks  around  this  kid's 
neck  so  that  the  dog  would  play  with  the  kid,  This  Plan 
you  all  have  come  up  with  and  how  do  you  say  -•  the  efforts 
chat  you  put  in  to  it,  instead  of  getting  a good  steak,  I 
chink  you  went  out  and  got  Pepe  LePhew.  So  chat's  kind  of 
how  I feel  about  it. 

First  of  all  when  I come  to  the  first  meeting  on  this 
thing,  we  were  told.  "Well,  you  ignore  this  part,  don't  pay 
attention  to  that,  we  just  had  to  put  it  in.*  A few  things 
like  that,  and  that  really  concerns  me,  that  you  would  print 


28-44  Refer  to  response  24-1 . 
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something  and  then  tell  us  not  **  that  it  doesn't  have  any 
effect  on  us.  I think  this  is  a very  bad  deal,  to  put  in 
anything  and  Chen  somehow,  if  nobody  cooments  on  it,  you 
guys  get  to  say,  *well,  you  know,  nobody  really  cortnented  on 
chat,  so  it  must  be  alright,  we  can  go  ahead  and  implement 
that."  “The  ocher  thing,  it's  got  some  land  exchange  dates 
in  there,  and  anything  --  and  I mean  anything  that  benefits 
or  threatens  the  BLM's  hold  on  an  area,  or  tightens  the 
hitch  on  the  Permittee  or  the  business  or  whoever  is  out 
there,  I most  definitely  disagree. 

The  gentleman  said,  a while  ago,  that  you  all  was 
supposed  to  be  a shepherd,  and  how  do  you  take  --  if  you  all 
was  in  business  for  yourself  and  you  was  taking  care  of  a 
flock,  you  wouldn't  even  have  a sheep  on  the  place.  I think 
that  some  of  the  ideas  Chat  have  been  expressed  in  this 
thing,  if  the  person  that  comes  up  with  that,  and  for  lack 
of  a better  word,  let  me  say  harebrained  idea,  because  most 
of  it  is  not  based  on  any  good  data,  and  you  can't  get  good 
data  coming  out  once  a year  to  a place  and  saying,  *Oh,  this 
is  what  this  looks  like* 

The  people  out  there  in  the  field  that's  working  every 
day  with  it,  we  can  see  things  that  you  all  don't  ever  see 
if  you'd  come  out  for  a hundred  years,  because  that  one  time 
a year  it  might  not  happen  that  day. 

On  this  lizard,  those  people  out  there  that  are 
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trapping  those  things,  they  have  killed  roore  than  most  -- 

2 

how  do  you  say,  caji  reproduce,  and  then  you're  trying  to  say 

3 

that,  "Hey,  you  know,  ic'»  our  fault." 

4 

Another  thing  on  this  Endangered  Species  thing,  you  all 

5 

listed  a lot  of  things  there,  including  this  lizard,  that's 

45 

6 

not  even  an  endangered  species,  which  likely  this  is  at  the 

7 

hands  of  the  people  that's  out  there  trapping  them  and 

8 

letting  them  drown  in  the  traps  and  then  killing  them  and 

9 

where  they  can  dissect  them  and  so  on  and  so  forth,  if 

10 

there  is  a big  number  of  them,  they  must  be  in  good 

11 

coexistence  and  if  it's  not  broke,  don't  fix  it. 

12 

If  the  people  that  --  and  I think  I started  to  say  this 

13 

a while  ago,  I might  not  have,  but  I'm  going  to  wrap  around 

14 

to  it,  if  they  was  held  accountable  for  seme  of  their  bad 

15 

decisions,  and  I mean  in  their  pocketbook  and  in  their  job 

16 

and  future  employment,  it  would  make  a big  difference  on 

17 

some  of  these  harebrained  ideas  that  is  coming  up,  because 

18 

they  would  stop  and  know  what  they  was  talking  about  instead 

19 

of  just  sitting  there  saying,  "Well,  I think  this  might  be 

20 

good  for  today.* 

21 

Most  of  the  people  here,  that  I can  see,  we  had  to  cake 

22 

off  work,  and  as  I say,  I'm  not  getting  anything  done  out  on 

23 

my  place  productive  because  I'm  in  here.  It's  costing  me 

24 

money.  I think  one  reason  why  some  of  these  old  meetings 

2S 

are  happening  is  that  the  BLM,  Forest  Service,  whatever, 

28-45  In  order  to  collect  the  biological  data  that 
industry  claims  the  BLM  does  not  have,  studies  have 
to  be  conducted.  The  studies  require  trapping, 
marking  and  recapturing  the  lizards.  The  pitfall  traps 
all  have  holes  in  the  bottom  to  drain  water  that  may 
collect  in  them  after  a rain.  Some  losses  do  occur 
from  trapping,  including  losses  from  predation.  Some 
lizards  are  dissected  to  provide  information  about  their 
reproduction.  Also,  refer  to  responses  27-4,  54-2,  78- 
3,  and  84-5. 
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whatever  organization,  you  all  get  paid  and  paid  overtime, 
or  whatever  you  get,  and  I don't  know  if  that  ii  a reason 
for  all  of  these,  but  the  corrment  has  been  made  before. 

It's  kind  of  old  coming  to  these  meetings. 

You  say  what  you  feel  is  right  and  then  you  feel  like 
you're  spitting  in  the  ocean.  And  you  didn't  raise  the 
level  a bit.  ‘Thank  you  for  your  time  and  effort. 

(Applause  from  the  audience) . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Our  next 

registered  speaker  is  Jim  Gillespie. 

MR.  JIM  GILLESPIE:  Gentlemen,  I come 

here  first  in  the  capacity  of  representing  a Mr,  Robert 
Enfield,  who  asked  me  to  read  a letter  to  you  on  his  behalf, 
if  that  is  acceptable. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Yes,  please. 

MR.  GILLESPIE:  It'S  dated  January  9th, 

and  I'll  supply  a copy  to  the  Court  Reporter.  It  says,  -I 
have  been  an  independent  oil  and  gas  operator  since  1957  in 
Southeast  New  Mexico.  I have  drilled  wells  and  produced  oil 
and  gas  over  this  area  throughout  this  time  and  am  presently 
producing  and  drilling  for  oil  and  gas  in  Southeast  New 
Mexico. 

The  proposed  regulations,  with  respect  to  the  Sagebrush 
Lizard  and  Prairie  Chicken  Restrictions  for  two  months  and 
the  additional  potential  of  closing  of  thousands  of  acres  to 
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leasing,  surface  occupancy,  and/or  ocher  usage  will 
obviously  be  very  decrimental  co  one  of  the  largest 
industries  in  this  area,  and  certainly  will  not  benefit  the 
majority  of  the  people  who  live  and  work  in  this  area. 

Therefore  I an  opposed  to  the  proposed  Roswell  and 
Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plans;  I think  that  they  are 
totally  uncalled  for  and  will  only  have  a detrimental  effect 
on  Southeast  New  Mexico." 

(Document  handed  to  the  Court  Reporter) . 

MR.  JIM  GILLESPIE:  There  are  several 

issues  I would  like  to  address  as  an  individual  who  has  seen 
the  usually  adverse  effect  of  some  of  these  issues  on 
industries  in  this  area. 

One  is  the  general  feel  of  the  Plan,  or  the  proposed 
Plan,  and  the  prospective  from  which  it  was  written.  I 
thinJc  it  has  been  mentioned  already  before  that  it  calces  the 
point  of  view,  or  seems  co  take  the  point  of  view,  chat 
industry  is  bad,  man  occupancy  of  Southeastern  New  Mexico  is 
bad.  and  while  chat  may  not  be  a substantive  part  of  the 
Plan  it  ought  co  be  written  from  an  accurate  standpoint. 

For  instance,  in  the  Carlsbad  Proposed  Amendment  co  the 
Carlsbad  Plan,  states  that  oil,  on  Page  3-46,  states  chat, 
•Oil  and  gas  development  continues  to  bring  temporary 
prosperity  to  the  area."  Well,  there's  no  reason  to  say 
that.  It’s  been  the  source  for  prosperity  for  the  area  for 


28-46  The  passage  quoted  in  your  comment  actually 
is  part  of  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS.  Nevertheless, 
we  agree  with  your  comment.  We  have  modified  the 
text  to  read:  "Oil  and  gas  development  continues  to 
play  a crucial  role  in  the  economy  of  the  area." 


46 

many  years,  and  there’s  no  reason  to  expect  that  there  is 
anything  temporary  about  it. 

Again  while  it's  not  substantive  it  ought  not  to  read 
that  way  --  read  chat  way,  if  it's  meant  to  concern  people 
in  this  area  chat  derive  their  income  and  livelihood  from 
that  industry. 

Going  next  with  regard  to  Paleon  --  Paleontological 
Resources  --  you  can  cell  my  relatives  are  the  scientists 
and  not  me.  with  regard  to  Geological  Resources  and 
Paleonto  --  you  got  it,  it  has  other  Resources,  the  Plan 
also  mentions  that  in  this  area,  the  statements  like 
displacement  of  the  Mescalero  Apaches  and  the  American  Anglo 
intrusion  occurred  in  this  area,  again  it  is  not 
substantial,  but  on  the  other  hand  it  is.  If  the  BLM  wishes 
CO  --  to  work  with  harmony  with  people  they  ought  not  to  be 
saying  that  the  American  Anglo  intrusion  has  overcome 
Southeastern  New  Mexico  and  the  Mescalero  Apache 
displacement  and  bring  up  things  that  really  not  ought  to  be 
in  such  a document. 

Of  more  substance,  the  Plan  defines  a cultural  --  or 
fails  to  define  a cultural  resource.  In  our  practice,  and  I 
believe  in  the  experience  of  many  people  in  this  part  of  the 
State,  cultural  resources  have  been  defined  as  nothing  more 
than  some  scattered  burnt  rocks  or  maybe  an  occasional 
arrowhead  or  a pottery  shard,  scxnething  that  would  rr^ybe,  in 


28-47  Cultural  resources  are  defined  on  page  GL-3  In 
the  Glossary  of  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS.  The  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act,  as  amended,  requires 
federal  agencies  such  as  the  BLM  to  take 
responsibility  for  protecting  and  mitigating  damage  to 
archeological  and  historic  sites  eligible  for  listing  In  the 
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an  isolated  world  that  doesn't  look  at  anything  beyond  the 

2 

person,  where  the  person  is  standing  at  the  tune,  maybe  it 

3 

has  some  significance,  but  in  the  big  scheme  of  things  it 

4 

really  means  nothing  and  in  many  cases  it  has  cost  thousands 

47 

5 

of  dollars  or  tens  of  thousands  or  hundreds  of  thousands  of 

6 

dollars  to  recoup  or  cancel  or  otherwise  modify  good  and 

7 

existing  --or  existing  --  or  proposed  projects,  because  a 

B 

few  burnt  rocks  were  found  or  because  an  arrowhead  was 

9 

found. 

10 

There  oughc  to  be  some  modification  or  some  way  to 

11 

alleviate  that  kind  of  thing.  There  is  a section  in  the 

12 

Plan  that  deals  with  caves,  and  the  RMP,  I believe,  states 

48 

13 

that  they  expect,  or  it's  a Proposed  Alternative,  expects 

14 

300  permits  to  be  issued  to  use  those  Cave  Resources  each 

15 

year,  and  yet  significant  Resources  are  devoted  to 

16 

protecting  or  establishing  or  promoting  those  caves  and  yet 

17 

300  people,  at  the  most,  would  be  using  then. 

18 

1 think  maybe  the  permit  --  the  RMP  ought  to  take  in  to 

19 

consideration  a more  practical  approach  to  the  Cave 

20 

Resources  and  their  overall  significance.  Visual  Resources 

49 

21 

is  another  area  that  is  extremely  subjective,  and  while  many 

22 

of  the  BLM  employees  are  fine  and  good  citizens,  and  we  have 

23 

worked  with  them  well,  there  are  others  who  may  not  be  here 

24 

now,  who  will  come  later,  and  have  their  own  definition  of 

25 

what  a visual  Resource  is,  and  I believe  that  the  RMP  ought 

48 

to  provide  sofrte  — soine  gfuidence  for  people  to  know  when  e 
Visual  Resource  is  going  to  be  protected  and  when  it  is  not , 
The  visual  Resource  is  such  a subjective  standard,  that  it 
can  go  way  beyond  what  the  average  citizen  might  think  that 
it  was  intended  to  mean. 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  is  dealt  with  in  the  Plan, 
as  has  been  mentioned  by  others,  by  assuming  that  species 
which  are  not  on  the  Proposed  List  will  be  listed,  and  that 
species  that  are  not  even  on  the  Proposed  List  will  be 
listed,  and  I believe  that  gives  credence  to  assumptions 
that  aren't  backed  up  by  hard  science. 

There  are  studies  underway  with  regard  to  the  lizard, 
but  there  is  no  evidence  that  is  doing  anything,  except  I 
think  the  later  evidence  I hear,  is  that  it  was  actually 
increasing,  and  it  could  be  that  it's  not  endangered  at  all, 
and  to  put  it  in  the  Plan,  that  is  going  to  be  in  effect  for 
over  a decade,  and  to  give  an  official  of  the  Government  the 
right  to  deny  economic  development,  based  on  an  assumption 
that  may  never  occur,  would  seem  to  be  imprudent  at  best. 

The  Plan  contains  many  hidden  costs.  The  political  winds 
that  was  blowing  at  the  time  that  the  Plan  was  developed 
were  very  different  than  the  winds  blowing  now,  and  there  is 
much  talk  on  Capital  Hill  of  unfunded  mandates  and  the 
rights  of  the  States  and  the  citizens  not  to  be  burdened 
with  paying  for  mandates  out  of  Washington  that  are  not 


National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Not  all  cultural 
resources  are  considered  important  and  therefore,  not 
all  cultural  resources  are  protected  by  the  BLM.  If 
only  a small  amount  of  cultural  material  is  found  during 
a survey,  the  project  is  allowed  to  proceed  as  planned. 
If  important  archeological  sites  are  identified,  the 
sponsor  of  the  cultural  survey  can  choose  to  either 
move  the  project  away  from  the  site  or  contract  an 
archeologist  to  extract  information  (data  recovery), 
then  build  the  project  as  planned. 

28-48  Comment  noted. 


28-49  Visual  resource  management  (VRM)  is  a 
standardized  process  in  the  BLM.  The  process  for 
conducting  visual  resource  inventories,  for  determining 
visual  resource  management  classes,  and  for 
conducting  visual  resource  contrast  ratings  have  been 
standardized  in  BLM  manuals.  Employees  of  the  BLM 
are  trained  in,  and  practice,  these  processes  to  reduce 
any  subjectivity  that  could  occur.  In  1994,  the  VRM 
inventory  was  completed  for  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area.  A VRM  inventory  for  the  Carlsbad  Resource 
Area  was  conducted  for  the  Carlsbad  RMP  in  the  early 
1980s.  Employees  "...who  will  come  later..."  will  have 
the  existing  inventories  and  the  BLM's  standard 
practices  in  place,  and  will  be  managing  visual 
resources  according  to  those  standards,  just  as  we 
presently  manage  visual  resources. 

28-50  The  studies  of  shinnery  oak  treated  with 
Tebuthiuron  show  a decrease  in  lizards  in  treated 
pastures.  The  on-going  distribution  study  found  lizard 
populations  in  areas  that  were  not  previously 
surveyed,  but  indicates  that  the  populations  are  tied 
specifically  to  the  shinnery  oak/dune  habitat.  The 
distribution  study  also  did  not  find  lizards  in  what 
appeared  to  be  prime  habitat.  Contrary  to  the 
assertion  in  the  comment,  there  is  no  indication  from 
the  two  studies  that  the  lizard  population  is  increasing. 

Until  the  State  of  New  Mexico  removes  the  lizard  from 
their  list,  the  BLM  is  mandated  to  protect  the  lizard 
and  its  habitat.  The  BLM  also  is  mandated  to  prevent 
the  federal  listing  of  the  species  as  threatened  or 
endangered.  It  is  prudent  to  prevent  the  listing  by 
protecting  key  habitat  areas,  until  such  time  the  lizard 
is  taken  off  the  list(s).  With  no  protective  measures, 
the  lizard  may  become  federally  listed,  when  the  BLM 
would  be  strictly  mandated  to  directly  protect  the 
species  and  its  habitat. 

28-51  The  economic  effects  of  our  proposals  are 
included  in  the  discussion  of  impacts  in  Chapter  4 of 
the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS. 
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1 

funded. 

2 

I believe  the  RKP  contains  many  of  those.  It  contains 

51 

3 

significant  economic  restrictions  on  Southeastern  New  Mexico 

4 

and  it  doesn't  even  identify  the  dollar  amount  required, 

5 

much  less  funding  those  restrictions. 

6 

I would  ask  you  to  --  and  again  I would  also  add  my 

7 

comment,  that  the  coment  period  should  be  extended.  The 

52 

8 

Plan  has  taken  years  to  develop,  people  who  are  cornmenting 

9 

on  it  do  not  work  on  this  full  time,  and  they  don't  have  40 

10 

hours  a week  or  even  a couple  of  hours  a day  to  devote  to 

11 

this,  and  in  order  to  comment,  additional  time  is  requested 

12 

and  ought  to  be  granted. 

13 

I would  also  finally  ask  that  the  prospective  Plan  be 

14 

issued  carefully,  that  it  be  written  as  if  the  Federal 

IS 

Government  were  trying  to  enhance  the  economic  development 

53 

16 

of  the  area,  rather  than  restricting  or  stifling  it,  and 

17 

that  it  be  written  that  if  you  were  to  go  in  to  the  private 

18 

industry,  you  would  look  at  this  document  and  say,  "Yes,  the 

19 

3LM  or  Che  Federal  Government  is  actually  crying  to  help  us 

20 

maintain  our  livelihood  or  develop  these  resources  in  a way 

21 

that  is  prudent  and  proper."  Thank  you. 

22 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Thank  you.  We 

23 

have  one  question  from  Che  Panel,  please. 

24 

MR.  DAVE  STOUT;  1 just  wondered  if  you 

25 

could  clarify  who  you're  representing,  I don't  believe  you 

28-52  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 


28-53  Refer  to  responses  39-1,  39-7  and  53-1. 


50 

1 mentioned  that . 

2 MR.  JIM  GILLESPIE;  I'm  here  as  an 

3 individual  and  I’m  a member  of  the  Law  Firm  of  Hinkle,  Cox. 

A Eaton,  Coffield  and  Hensley. 

5 THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Thank  you . 1 have 

6 no  more  registered  speakers  at  this  time  Anyone  else  in 

? the  room  that  would  care  to  speak  or  offer  any  corrments:*  I 

8 see  a hand  over  here.  Sir,  would  you  please  come  to  the 

9 microphone  and  give  us  your  name  and  who  you  represent, 

10  MR.  CALDBR  SZZELL;  My  name  is  Calder 

11  Ezzell.  I’m  here  in  my  capacity  as  Chairman  of  the  Public 

12  Land  Advisory  Cormittee  to  the  Chaves  County  Board  of 

13  Ccmnissioners . without  having  any  specific  coments  on  the 

14  PJ4P/BIS,  that  the  County  wishes  to  present  at  this  tirrve, 

15  we'd  just  like  to  go  on  record  as  saying  that  the  County 

16  recognizes  the  tremendous  impact  of  •-  and  potential  impact 

n of  this  document  on  the  citizens  of  Chaves  County.  As  the 

10  governing  body  for  all  of  Chaves  County,  the  County  must  -- 

19  must  weigh  its  comments  in  light  of  what  is  best  for  the 

20  County  as  a whole. 

21  I think  many  of  the  comments  you  probably  heard  today 

22  have  come  from  representatives  of  the  extracted  industries, 

23  representatives  of  the  agricultural  industry  and 

24  representatives  of  recreational  users  or  their  groups,  as 

25  well  as  other  citizens. 
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And  in  our  capacity  as  advisors  to  the  Chaves  County 
Board  of  Comrussioners,  we  must  advise  what  --or  help  the 
County  decide  what  comments  it  should  make  on  the  totality 
of  this  document  as  to  all  of  the  potential  citizens  of 
Chaves  County  that  it  will  affect.  And  in  that  regards,  I 
would  like  to  go  on  record  as  urging  the  BLM  to 
significantly  extend  the  public  comment  period. 

We  have  heard  other  speakers,  and  I'm  sure  no  one 
denies  it,  allude  to  the  vast  amount  of  work  put  in  by  the 
BLM  and  others  in  the  preparation  of  this  document.  And 
those  potentially  affected  users  of  the  public  lands  cannot 
possibly,  especially  in  the  light  that  -•  from  the  point  of 
view  of  Chaves  County,  the  governmental  entity,  the  County 
cannot  possibly  formulate  its  cornnents  in  a lucid  and 
coherent  manner  on  the  totality  of  this  document,  insofar  as 
it  affects  Chaves  County,  without  a significantly  extended 
comment  period. 

If  such  a comment  --  if  the  cornT\ent  period  is  not 
extended,  I would  expect,  and  at  least  from  my  point  of 
view,  from  the  Advisory  Committee,  would  certainly  urge  chat 
the  County  use  whatever  means  available  to  it,  as  the 
governing  entity  of  a significeunc  portion  of  the  area 
affected,  to  recommend  that  the  RPM/BIS,  as  presented,  be 
withdrawn  in  its  entirety. 

There  just  isn't  enough  time  for  any  of  the  County 


28-54  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 


S2 

Governments  involved  to  formulate  educated  cortnents  under 
the  comment  period  as  it  currently  exists.  That's  basically 
the  position,  my  position  as  Chairman  of  the  Public  Lands 
Advisory  Conmittee. 

As  an  individual  and  a recreational  user  of  public 
lands,  as  a grazing  permittee  under  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act 
and  as  someone  who  is  ta.ngent ially  involved  in  the 
extraction  of  minerals  from  Federal  Surface  and  Federal 
Mineral  Estates,  my  individual  comments  would  also  be  to 
urge  an  extension  of  the  time  for  conrents,  within 
specifically  to  address  the  various  alternatives  that  the 
Plan  and  the  Plan  Summary  that  we  have  received,  set  forth. 

Alternative  A is  advertised  at  least  --  at  least,  has 
no  change,  I have  spent  most  of  the  time  that  I have  -- 
that  I have  spent  reviewing  the  Plan,  on  Alternative  A,  to 
find  out  if  doing  nothing  is,  in  fact,  the  best  Alternative, 
Unfortunately  the  Alternative  that  is  advertised  as  the 
Preservation  of  the  Status  Quo  has  tremendously  significant 
changes.  So  my  initial  and  only,  at  this  point,  specific 
content,  is  that  the  PKP/EIS,  as  published,  is  tremendously 
misleading,  because  it  tells  the  public  that  Alternative  A 
is  the  Status  Ouo  and  that  there  will  be  no  changes,  when  in 
fact  that  is  not  the  case,  and  I know  that  the  letter 
soliciting  public  connents,  from  the  District  Manager, 


28-55  You  assert  that  Alternative  A is  not  a 
description  of  current  management,  based  on  your 
reading  of  the  alternative.  Without  having  some 
examples  to  discuss,  we  cannot  respond,  except  to 
say  that  Alternative  A accurately  describes  current 
management.  Perhaps  you  are  unaware  of  the  myriad 
aspects  of  our  management  and  have  labeled  as 
"new"  those  aspects  with  which  you  are  unfamiliar. 
Also,  refer  to  responses  29-22,  89-12,  and  93-3. 
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1 fp«ci(icaUy  «iked  for  any  error*,  ftctuil  error*  or 

3 inecojrecie*  to  be  pointed  out,  end  I think  thet  Icviccurecy 
i 1*  probably  enough  to  render  the  entire  Pl*n  niflcading 

4 Xnd  9y  perionel  connent  «ould  be  to  either  rcvaji^ 

$ kltemetive  A to  that  it  i*  as  advertised  and  does  not 

i incorporate  the  sweeping  change*,  or  at  least  advise  in  the 

3 narrative  literature  in  the  Plan  that  Alternative  A is  oot  a 

• dc  nothing,  change  nothing,  proceed  under  the  Statu* 

9 Alternative  Thank  you. 

10  THS  MEXAiyG  OPFICSP.  Thank  you,  fir. 

:i  Is  there  anyone  else  in  the  audience  that  would  like  to  make 

13  a statericnt  Sir,  please  eerie  to  the  microphone  and  give  us 

13  your  r.a.me  and  who  you  represent 

14  KR  BCE  WATSON  tff  r.a,me  IS  Bob  Watson 

:S  and  I a.T  the  Land  .Manager  for  Read  t Stevens.  Incorporated. 

:i  we  are  an  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  production  ccr^any 

i?  here  in  Pcswell.  New  Mexico,  and  I'm  also  the  current 

IB  President  of  the  New  Mexico  Lani±ran  s Association. 

19  And  oy  ccrr'-encs  will  be  very  brief  and  I just  want  to 

30  State  th,at  1 had  not  had  the  time  to  review  the  Draft,  the 

31  Pesource  K,ar.ager,ent  Craft  and  I would  like  to  second  the 

32  req--est  to  extend  the  cimrer.t  period  to  May  1st  of  1995,  and 

33  to  that  we  Tight  have  the  opportunity  to  formulate  and 

34  present  a true  Alternative  Plan  to  these  set  forth  here  in 

25  this  Craft-  Thank  you. 


28-56  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 
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THg  HEARING  OPPICKR:  Thank  you,  sir. 

Is  there  anyone  else  in  the  audience  who  would  like  to  tneJee 
a statement? 

(Short  pause)  . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  I see  none  and 
hear  none.  This  Hearing  is  in  recess  until  5:00  P.M.  this 
afternoon . 

(Recess  taken  at  approximately 

3:00  P.M. ) 

(Hearing  reconvened  at  5:00  P.M.) 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Ladies  and 

Gentlemen,  this  Hearing  will  reconvene.  The  purpose  of  this 
Hearing  is  to  receive  oral  and  written  public  comment  on  the 
Draft  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  the  Draft  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment/Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Both  Drafts  have 
been  combined  in  to  one  document,  written  comments  on  the 
Draft  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan/Bnvironmental  Impact 
Statement  and  the  Draft  Resource  Carlsbad  Management  Plan 
Amendment/Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  be  accepted 
through  March  the  1st.  1995. 

The  March  1st,  1995  date  reflects  an  extension  of  the 
original  corcrient  period.  At  this  time  I have  no  registered 
speakers.  Is  there  anyone  in  the  room  that  would  care  to 
make  a statement. 
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(Shore  pautt) . 

THS  H£AJIIN0  OFFICER:  I eec  none  and 

hear  none.  This  Hearing  is  in  recess  until  7;00  P.M.  this 
evening , 

(Recess  taJeen  at  approximately  5;10  P.M. 

(Hearing  reconvened  at  7.00  P.M.) 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Ladies  and 

Gentlemen,  this  Hearing  is  reconvened.  My  name  is  Bob 
Armstrong,  I'm  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  New 
Mexico  State  Office,  and  I'm  the  Hearing  Officer  for  this 
evening.  Notice  of  this  Heating  appeared  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  November  the  1st,  1994,  on  Pages  54625  through 
54627.  The  purpose  of  this  Hearing  is  to  receive  oral  and 
written  public  comment  on  the  Draft  Roswell  Resource 
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the  Draft 
Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment/Bnvironmental 
Impact  Statement.  Both  Drafts  have  been  combined  in  to  one 
document.  Written  comments  on  the  Draft  Roswell  Resource 
Management  Plan/Bnvironmental  Impact  Statement  and  the  Draft 
Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendcment/Bnvironmental 
Impact  Statement  will  be  accepted  through  March  1st,  1995. 
The  March  1st,  1995  date  reflects  extension  of  the  original 
comment  period. 

Written  comments  should  sent  to  Dave  Stout,  and  I'll 
spell  the  last  name,  S-t-o-u-t,  RMP/BIS  Team  Leader,  Bureau 


of  Land  Management,  Roswell  District  Office,  1717  West 
Second  Street,  Roswell,  New  Mexico,  88201-2019. 

There  are  some  copies  of  the  Draft  Document  available 
at  the  registration  des)c.  There  will  be  another  public 
hearing  tomorrow,  January  11th,  1995,  at  the  BLM  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  Office,  620  Bast  Greene  in  Carlsbad,  New 
Mexico,  amd  the  times  are  from  1:00  to  5:00  P.M.  and  from 
7:00  to  9:00  P.M. 

In  front  of  me  here  is  the  Court  Reporter,  who  will  be 
taking  a verbatim  transcript  of  the  Hearing,  and  on  my  left 
is  a three  person  Panel  to  listen  to  your  comments  and  if 
necessary  ask  any  clarifying  questions.  I'll  introduce 
those  Panel  members.  Dave  Stout,  nearest  to  me  is  the 
RMP/BIS  Team  Leader,  BLM,  Roswell  District  Office.  Seated 
next  to  him  is  Dick  Manus,  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Manager  in 
the  BLM  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Office,  and  seated  next  to 
him  is  Tim  Kreager,  Roswell  Resource  Area  Manager,  BLM, 
Roswell  Resource  Office. 

The  ground  rules  for  our  Hearing  are  as  follows.  Both 
oral  and  written  comments  will  be  received.  If  you  wish  to 
speak,  please  register  first  at  the  registration  table. 
Speakers  will  be  called  upon  in  the  order  of  registration. 
Written  comments  should  be  given  to  the  Court  Reporter  in 
order  that  they  may  be  made  a part  of  the  record.  Initial 
speakers  will  be  limited  to  five  minutes.  The  purpose  of 
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this  time  limit  is  to  ensure  that  each  speaker  has  a 
reasonable  time  in  which  to  speak.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
registered  speakers  if  anyone  else  wishes  to  provide 
additional  information  in  to  the  record,  they  will  be 
allowed  to  do  so. 

If  a speaker  has  questions  they  wish  considered,  would 
you  please  ask  those  questions  in  to  the  record  as  part  of 
your  presentation.  All  Hearing  Proceedings  are  being 
recorded  by  the  Court  Reporter,  and  please  make  arrangements 
with  the  Court  Reporter  if  you  wish  to  obtain  a copy.  In 
addition  a copy  of  the  transcript  of  the  Hearings  will  be 
available  for  public  inspection  in  about  three  weeks  at  the 
BLM  Roswell  District  Office,  the  BLM  Roswell  Resource  Area 
Office,  both  offices  in  Roswell,  New  Mexico,  and  the  BLM 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Office  in  Carlsbad,  New  Mexico.  To 
help  the  Court  Reporter  and  myself,  when  you  are  called  upon 
to  speak,  please  come  forward  to  the  microphone  and  clearly 
state  your  name,  who  you  represent  and  mention  if  you  are 
providing  a written  copy  of  your  coiroents.  Are  there  any 
questions  concerning  the  ground  rules? 

(No  response) . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  At  this  time  1 

have  no  registered  speakers.  Is  there  anyone  in  the  room 
who  would  care  to  make  a statement? 

(No  response) . 


56 


THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  I see  none  and 

hear  none,  what  we  plan  to  do  this  evening,  we'll  leave  the 
record  open  for  about  15  minutes  for  late  arrivals.  If  no 
one  shows  up  then  we'll  go  in  to  recess.  So  we'll  wait 
about  15  minutes  to  see  if  anyone  shows  up  to  speak. 

(Short  recess  taken  at  approximately 
7:15  P-M. ) 

(After  short  recess) . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Are  you  Lois 

Wilson? 


MS.  LOIS  WILSON.  Yes,  sir. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Are  you  ready  to 

speak? 


MS.  LOIS  WILSON;  Somewhat,  if  you  all 

don' t laugh  at  me. 


THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  We  have  a first 

speaker,  a registered  speaker,  Lois  Wilson. 

MS.  LOIS  WILSON:  You  don't  have  any 

format?  Okay,  My  name  is  Lois  Wilson,  l didn't  really 
prepare  anything,  but  since  you're  so  empty  and  this  is  the 
first  time  I've  got  to  speak  to  an  empty  room  --  what,  the 
microphone,  can  you  not  hear  me?  Are  you  sure?  There  it 
goes.  I have  a few  problems  with  your  Draft.  I've  talked 
over  quite  a few  of  them,  so  for  some  people  this  will  be  a 
little  bit  of  a reiteration. 
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Probably  the  thin9  I was  speaking  about  with  the 
gentleman  at  the  door,  there'!  80  acres  of  private  land  on 
the  Acquisition  List,  that  my  family  feels  shouldn't  be 
there,  and  they  have  informed  me  that  I should  write  a 
letter  and  indicate  that  we  want  it  removed  from  the 
Acquisition  List,  Acquisitions,  for  me,  by  the  Bureau,  is  a 
problem.  I don't  honestly  believe  that  the  historical 
intent  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  was  to  acquire 
private  land. 

I don't  think  active  pursuit  of  purchasing  private 
land,  by  the  Bureau,  is  correct.  The  Homestead  Acts  were 
instituted  to  dispose  of  public  lands  and  put  it  in  to 
private  hands,  to  put  it  on  the  tax  rolls,  (r,ake  it 
supporting  of  the  community  in  which  it  is  located,  and 
several  of  your  proposals,  in  this  document,  are 
specifically  related  to  acquiring  private  property,  taking 
it  off  Che  tax  rolls.  I can  understand  your  reasons  for  it, 
but  I feel  that  it  would  be  better  managed  in  private  hands. 
The  Disposal  segment  of  your  document  I don't  believe  is 
extensive  enough.  I don't  think  that  everything  that  is 
640  or  less  ought  to  be  on  the  Disposal  List,  it  should  be 
in  private  hands,  it  should  be  privately  managed  and  it 
should  have  taxes  paid  on  it.  It  should  have  some 
beneficial  use  performed  on  it. 

The  overflow  wet  lands  area,  that  you  all  have 
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proposed,  the  expansion  of  it,  you're  proposing  to  acquire 
not  only  private  lands  but  State  lands.  It's  unfortunate 
Chat  that  water  is  coming  out  of  the  State  Park,  it's 
unfortunate  that  your  flooding  --  or  it  is  flooding  private 
property  and  creating  a problem.  I was  always  informed  that 
that  flood  waters  off  of  private  property  was  the 
responsibility  of  the  private  property  owner.  If  that 
causes  --  if  that  water  caused  damage,  then  that  owner  was 
liable  for  the  damage,  and  yet  the  water  out  of  the 
Bottomless  Lake  State  Park  is  damaging  the  private  property 
in  the  overflow  area,  and  you  and  the  State  are  doing 
nothing  to  get  rid  of  the  water,  and  in  fact  you're  trying 
to  impound  it  and  create  a larger  area. 

I guess  1 could  go  on  and  on  about  wetlands,  couldn't 
I.  The  200  meter  fencing  requirements  around  springs,  in 
scene  instances  I can  understand  your  desire  to  do  that.  I 
don't  know  if  any  of  you  have  ever  seen  what  happens  to  a 
spring  when  it's  encroached  by  Salt  Cedar.  In  a few  years 
you  don't  have  a spring  anymore,  you  just  have  a low  spot 
full  of  Cedar  trees.  And  then  you  have  the  problem  of  going 
in  and  clearing  the  trees.  I feel  chat  a lot  of  areas  that 
you're  talking  about,  the  springs  that  you  want  to  enclose 
and  exclude  livestock  from,  chat  they  are  in  areas  of  Cedar. 
Salt  cedar,  and  chat's  what  is  going  to  happen  to  them.  The 
cedar  will  encroach,  they  will  use  the  available  water 


28-57  The  RMP  lists  some  private  or  state  lands  that 
may  be  suitable  for  consideration  for  acquisition  to 
further  BLM  management  goals  and  policies.  The 
RMP  states  that  the  preferred  method  of  acquisition 
and  disposal  would  be  through  the  exchange  process, 
because  the  exchange  process  tends  to  balance  the 
impacts  of  disposal  with  those  of  acquisition. 
Acquisitions  would  be  pursued  if  willing  buyer-willing 
seller  opportunities  present  themselves.  One  of  the 
objectives  of  the  land  exchange  process  is  to 
consolidate  public  land  holdings  to  provide  more 
efficient  management.  Exchanges  are  routinely 
initiated  by  private  parties  or  the  State.  In  a recent 
land  exchange,  the  BLM  disposed  of  30  acres  of 
public  land  for  every  acre  of  private  land  acquired. 

The  public  policy  regarding  retention  and  management 
of  the  public  lands  has  changed  since  the  time  of  the 
Homestead  Acts.  Congress,  in  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA),  clearly 
stated  the  policy  of  the  United  States  was  the  retention 
of  public  lands.  The  Homestead  Acts  were  repealed 
by  FLPMA.  Sections  205  and  206  of  the  FLPMA 
authorize  the  BLM  to  dispose  of  or  acquire  lands 
through  the  exchange  process  when  the  public  interest 
will  be  well  served  by  making  the  exchange.  There  is 
no  requirement  for  a no-net-gain  result  in  disposal  or 
acquisition  proceedings. 

28-58  The  private  landowners  within  the  boundary  of 
the  Overflow  Wetlands  Wildlife  Habitat  Area  have  not 
complained  of  a problem  with  the  flooding  that  created 
the  wetlands.  This  is  the  largest  flowing  natural 
wetland  area  in  southeastern  New  Mexico.  It  is  very 
important  to  thousands  of  migrating  waterfowl,  a 
threatened  and  endangered  fish  species,  and  for  the 
biological  diversity  of  the  Pecos  Valley.  We  view  this 
as  being  very  fortunate  in  light  of  the  development  that 
is  occurring  throughout  the  valley. 


28-59  The  BLM  is  well  aware  of  saltcedar  and  the 
problems  it  creates  throughout  the  Roswell  District  and 
the  southwest.  Part  of  the  solution  to  improving 
springs  and  seeps,  riparian  areas,  and  wetlands  is  to 
control  saltcedar  with  a variety  of  means.  We  have 
conducted  several  projects  in  the  Roswell  District  to 
control  saltcedar,  using  fire,  herbicides,  and 
mechanical  control.  Excluding  livestock  from  spring 
and  seep  areas  is  a protective  measure.  Grazing 
cattle  is  not  a viable  saltcedar  control  method. 
Building  fences  and  excluding  livestock  grazing  from 
spring  and  seep  areas  will  not  result  in  increased 
production  of  saltcedar. 


1-63 


61 

59 

1 

source,  end  over  « period  of  yeere  you  will  lose  your 

2 

weclsods 

area  and  all  you'll  have  left  is  a Cedar  grove. 

3 

Thst's  sbout  it,  guys.  I'll  keep  reading  and  write  some 

4 

more . 

5 

THK  HEARING  OFFICER:  Thank  you.  We'll 

6 

continue 

to  leave  the  record  open  tor  a while. 

7 

(Short  recess  taken  at  approximately 

8 

7:30  P.M.) 

9 

(At  8:00  P.M.  the  record  was  still  kept 

10 

open  by  the  Hearing  Officer) . 

11 

(At  approximately  8:30  P.M.) 

12 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  We  Still  have  no 

13 

registered  speaJcers  and  no  one  appears  ready  to  speaX,  and 

14 

so  we'll 

take  a recess  and  we'll  reconvene  at  9:00  o'clock. 

IS 

(Recess  taken  at  approximately 

16 

8 : 30  P.M. ) 

17 

(Hearing  reconvened  at  approximately 

18 

9:00  P.M.) 

19 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Ladies  and 

20 

Gentle.T«n,  this  Hearing  is  reconvened.  I have  no  registered 

21 

speakers . 

Is  there  anyone  in  the  audience  that  would  care 

22 

to  make  a 

Statement? 

23 

(Short  pause) . 

24 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER.  I see  none  and 

25 

hear  none 

This  Hearing  is  adjourned. 
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(Hearing  adjourned  at  approximately 
9:05  P.M.) 

(Any  documents  handed  to  the  Court 
Reporter  during  this  Hearing  are 
attached  under  separate  cover) 
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STATE  or  NEW  MEXICO  ) 

I . 

COUNTY  or  CHAVES  ) 

I,  Clarsnc*  C.  Blair,  do  btreby  certify  that  1 
am  a Requtered  Professional  Reporter,  holding  CSR  License 
No.  40,  State  of  New  Mexico,  and  that  I did  report  the 
foregoing  Hearing  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  in 
Stenographic  Shorthand,  and  did  later  persinally.  or 
under  my  direction,  transcribe  my  notes  into  this 
typewritten  material,  and  that  the  foregoing  transcript 
is  a true,  complete  and  accurate  transcription  of  the  said 
Hearing,  to  the  best  of  my  ability. 

I further  certify  that  I am  not  related  to 
any  of  the  parties  in  this  matter,  and  have  no  interest 
whatsoever  in  the  outceme  of  this  matter. 

I further  certify  that  this  Hearing  was 
conducted  by  the  Hearing  Officer,  Mr.  Bob  Armstrong,  BIX, 
Santa  Fe.  New  Mexico. 

DONE  this  1 6th  day  of  January,  1995. 


CLARENCE  G.  BLAIR 
CSR  140 

2103  NEW  MEXICO  DRIVE 
ROSWELL,  NEW  MEXICO  98201 
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JANUARY  11,  1995 
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SPEAKERS  AT  THE  AFTERNOON  SESSION  AT  CARLSBAD,  NEW  MEXICO 

1.  Robert  Kiker 

2.  Ann  Clark 

3.  Curtis  Doyal 

4 . David  Martin 

5.  Paye  Miller 

6.  Chuck  Moran 

7 . Fay  West f all 

8.  Bill  McCaw 

9.  Lisa  Doyal 

10.  Ann  Clark 

11.  Donna  williams 

12.  Jim  Robinson 

13.  Louis  Derrick 

14.  Jack  Black 

15.  Lisa  Doyal 

16.  Jessie  Payroux 

17.  Walter  Dueedse 
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{Hearing  corrpNenced  at  approximately 
1:00  P,M, ) 

THE  HEAPING  OFFICER;  Ladies  and 
Gentlemen,  this  Hearing  is  called  to  order.  My  najne  is 
Bob  Armstrong,  I'm  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  New 
Mexico  State  Office,  and  I'll  be  your  Hearing  Officer  for 
this  afternoon.  The  Notice  of  this  Hearing  appeared  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  November  1st.  1994,  on  Pages  54625 
through  54627.  'The  purpose  of  this  Hearing  is  to  receive 
oral  and  public  comrents  on  the  Draft  Roswell  Resource 
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the 
Draft  Carlsbad  Resource  Plan  Amendment/Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Both  Drafts  have  been  combined  in  to  one  document. 

In  addition  to  this  public  hearing  today,  there  were  three 
Open  Houses  recently  held.  The  first  one  was  on  January 
3rd,  1995.  in  Ruidoso,  New  Mexico,  at  the  Ruidoso  Chamber 
of  Commerce,  from  1:00  to  5:00  P.M.  and  6:00  to  8:00  P.M. 
The  second  was  on  January  4th,  1995,  in  Carlsbad,  New 
Mexico,  at  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  Office,  from  1.00  to  5:00  and  6:00  to  8:00 
P.M.  Third  was  on  January  5th,  1995,  in  Roswell,  New 
Mexico,  at  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  District 
Office,  from  1:00  to  5:00  and  6:00  to  8:00  P.M. 

Written  comments  on  the  Draft  Roswell  Resource 


4 

Management  Plan/Bnvironmental  Impact  Statement  and  the 
Draft  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendmenc/Bnvironmental  Impact  State.ment  will  be  accepted 
through  March  the  1st,  1995.  The  March  1st,  1995  date 
reflects  an  extension  of  the  original  conment  period. 
Written  connents  should  be  sent  to  Dave  Scout,  I'll  spell 
Che  last  name,  S-t-o-u-C,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader,  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  Roswell  District  Office.  17i7  West  Second 
Street,  Roswell,  New  Mexico,  88201*2019. 

There  are  some  copies  of  the  Draft  document  available 
at  Che  registration  desk,  outside.  And  there  was  another 
public  hearing  held  yesterday,  January  the  10th,  1995,  in 
Roswell,  New  Mexico.  On  my  left  is  a Court  Reporter  who 
will  be  taking  a verbatim  transcript  of  our  public  hearing 
today.  And  on  ray  right  here  is  a three  person  Panel  to 
listen  to  your  contnents.  and  if  necessary  ask  any 
clarifying  questions.  The  Panel  mer»bers  seated  next  to  me 
is  Che  RMP/BIS  Team  Leader,  Dave  Stout,  with  the  BLM 
Roswell  District  Office,  and  seated  next  to  him  is  Dick 
Manus  of  the  BLM  Carlsbad  Office,  and  seated  next  to  him 
is  Larry  LaPlant,  Multi  Resources  Draft  Leader  for  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area,  again  in  Roswell. 

The  ground  rules  for  our  Hearing  are  as  follows. 

Both  oral  and  written  corrments  will  be  received.  If  you 
wish  to  speak,  please  register  first  at  the  registration 
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cable.  Speakers  will  be  called  upon  in  order  of 
re9i8Cracion . Any  written  cornments  should  be  given  to 
the  Court  Reporter  in  order  that  they  be  made  a part  of 
the  record.  Initial  speakers  will  be  limited  to  five 
minutes.  The  purpose  of  this  time  limit  is  to  ensure  that 
each  speaker  has  a reasonable  time  in  which  to  make 
statements.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  registered  speakers 
if  anyone  else  wishes  to  provide  additional  information  in 
to  the  record,  they  will  be  allowed  to  do  so.  If  a 
speaker  has  questions  they  wish  considered,  would  you 
please  ask  those  questions  to  the  record  as  part  of  your 
presentation. 

All  Hearing  Proceedings  are  being  recorded  by  a Court 
Reporter.  Please  make  arrangements  with  the  Court 
Reporter  if  you  wish  to  obtain  a copy.  In  addition,  a 
copy  of  the  transcript  of  the  Hearings  will  be  available 
for  public  inspection  in  about  three  weeks  at  the  BLM 
Roswell  District  Office,  the  BLM  Roswell  Resource  Area 
Office,  both  offices  in  Roswell,  New  Mexico,  and  the  BLM 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Office  in  Carlsbad.  New  Mexico.  To 
help  the  Court  Reporter  and  myself,  when  you  are  called 
up>on  to  speak,  please  come  forward  to  the  microphone  and 
clearly  state  your  name,  who  you  represent  and  mention  if 
you  are  providing  a written  copy  of  your  cornrients.  Are 
there  any  questions  concerning  the  ground  rules? 


6 

(Short  pause) 

THB  HEARING  OFFICER:  And  I see  none 

and  hear  none.  we  only  have  two  speakers  registered  to 
speak  and  we'll  suspend  the  time  limitations.  It  looks 
like  we've  got  some  more  speakers  registered  here.  At 
this  time  we'll  call  on  our  first  registered  speaker, 
Robert  Kiker. 

MR,  KIKBR:  Kiker. 

'THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Kiker.  Would 
you  please  come  forward  to  the  podium,  give  us  your  name 
and  who  you  represent . 

MR.  ROBERT  D.  KIKER;  I'm  Robert 
Kiker,  I'm  the  Executive  Vice  President  of  the  Permian 
Basin  Petroleum  Association,  and  I just  have  a couple  of 
brief  comments  to  make.  “The  Permian  Basin  Petroleum 
Association  does  want  to  go  on  record  as  being  highly 
objectionable  to  this  Regulation  Document.  In  general  it 
doesn't  represent  what  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
Clinton  Administration  or  the  BLM  has  previously  said, 
that  we're  going  to  have  fewer  regulations,  but  maybe 
better  ones  It's  36?  pages,  it  has  to  be  digested  by 
March  the  2nd,  which  we  think  is  unfair,  and  we  have 
written  all  of  our  Federal  Congressmen  for  support  on 
this . 

We  have  written  the  State  Office,  and  even  have 
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7 

\ written  the  District  Office  in  Roswell,  and  have  not 

2 received  a response.  So  basically  we're  going  to  be 

3 addressing  so*r»e  more  specific  issues,  the  ones  that  relate 

4 to  the  Dune  Brush  Lizard  Restrictions,  the  Mineral 

5 Restrictions,  the  Restrictions  of  additional  oil  and  gas 

6 acreage,  and  those  will  be  forthcoming,  specifically. 

7 Thank  you . 

8 THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Thank  you.  sir. 

9 Our  next  registered  speaker  is  Ann  Clark. 

10  MS.  ANN  CLARK:  My  name  is  Ann  Clark. 

11  My  husband,  Sammy,  and  I have  ranched  east  of  the  Pecos 

12  River,  Carlsbad,  east  of  here  for  the  past  17  years.  When 

13  we  purchased  our  ranch  in  1977,  we  had  to  travel  to 

14  Roswell  to  sign  our  ten  year  leases,  since  there  was  no 

15  office  open  in  Carlsbad. 

16  In  the  early  1980' s a small  office  was  opened  in 

17  Carlsbad  for  the  convenience  of  the  ranchers  to  conduct 

18  business  with  the  BLM.  As  I look  around  this  new 

19  building,  with  more  than  60  employees,  all  I can  think  of 

20  is  to  say  is.  "You've  come  a long  way."  Nothing  much  has 

21  changed  with  our  ranching  operations,  other  than  the  fact 

22  that  we  spend  a lot  more  time  trying  to  read,  understand 

23  and  respond  to  the  numerous  documents  published  by  this 

24  office.  On  Page  5,  Paragraph  3,  of  the  final  BIS,  it  is 

25  noted  that  the  costs  of  adm.inistrating  the  grazing  program 
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8 

has  risen. 

The  budget  rose  to  cover  this  increase  borne  mostly 
by  the  American  public.  One  of  your  goals  to  be  obtain  a 
fair  return  to  the  Federal  Government  from  grazing  fees. 
While  we're  discussing  economics,  I would  like  it  entered 
in  to  the  record,  that  we,  as  taxpayers,  would  like  for 
you  to  justify  the  costs  of  the  Environmental, 

Recreational  and  wildlife  Plans,  as  outlined  in  this 
Roswell/Carlsbad  RMP.  In  Chapter  5,  Page  3.  Table  107, 
you  listed  37  preparers  of  this  document,  with  the  degrees 
and  years  of  experience. 

A rough  estimate,  on  my  part,  put  the  cost  of  the 
salaries  alone  close  to  two  million  dollars.  I have  no 
way  of  knowing  the  cost  of  publishing  and  distributing 
this  one  document,  or  conducting  these  Hearings.  You  can 
question  our  education,  but  don't  ever  dare  underestimate 
our  intelligence.  I,  for  one.  would  like  a show  of  hands 
of  people  who  would  like  to  form  an  American  Taxpayers 
Corrmittee  to  obtain,  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act, 
the  cost  of  implementing  all  of  the  plans  outlined  in  this 
document  before  they  can  be  put  in  to  effect. 

I believe  that  we  should  have  a chance  to  evaluate 

productivity  and  make  recomnendat ions  for  obtaining  a 
fair  return  for  our  tax  dollars.  There  are  numerous 
reasons  why  Che  five  Alternates  are  not  a feasible 


29-1  Refer  to  response  28-33. 
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1 

9 

solution  to  the  management  of  Southeastern  New  Mexico 

2 

lands.  The  main  objectives  of  our  protest  are  as 

2 

3 

follows.  Number  1,  it  takes  more  land  out  of  the  State 

4 

and  private  hands  cind  in  to  Federal  control.  Number  2,  it 

3 

5 

curtails  business,  industrial  and  private  use  of  land  in 

4 

6 

the  State.  Number  3,  Federal  Agencies  gain  control  of 

7 

and  deny  the  public  access  to  water  in  the  area.  4, 

5 

8 

places  more  emphasis  on  environmental  and  recreational 

9 

issues  than  on  productive  use  of  public  land.  Number  5, 

6 

10 

excessive  growth  in  the  bureaucratic  agencies  to  execute 

7 

11 

and  enforce  these  plans.  .Number  6,  fails  to  outline  costs 

12 

to  the  taxpayers  for  implementing  any  of  the  five 

8 

13 

alternatives.  Number  7,  cost  as  opposed  to  the  benefits 

14 

to  the  public  have  not  been  addressed.  8,  your  plans  to 

9 

15 

Stabilize  the  oil,  gas  and  ranching  industry,  will,  in 

16 

fact,  stabilize  them,  but  it  will  be  at  zero  dollars. 

10 

17 

Number  9,  what  funding  do  you  plan  on  using  to  purchase 

18 

the  fences  from  these  ranchers,  since  you  state  you  intend 

11 

19 

to  own  them?  And  what  --  Number  10,  what  funds  will  be 

20 

used  to  fence  the  caves  and  karsts,  and  what  is  your 

21 

definition  of  each? 

22 

11,  we  oppose  the  land  exchanges,  which  have  been 

12 

23 

occurring,  but  our  protests  have  been  in  vain  even  when 

24 

they  outnumber  those  supporting  such  actions. 

25 

For  example,  the  Brantley  family's  E)elaware  River 

10 

1 Exchange  received  47  responses.  3?  of  them  were 

2 protesting  it,  4 of  them  were  supporting  it  arid  3 were 

3 general  letters,  and  yet  all  the  protests  were 

4 administratively  dismissed.  A Legal  Notice  in  the  current 

5 Argus,  dated  November  1994,  listed  the  13,000  acres  being 

6 exchanged,  and  a statement  from  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 

7 the  Interior,  that  he  had  determined  that  this  action  was 

8 in  the  best  interest  of  the  public. 

9 How  can  one  man,  or  an  agency,  dismiss  the  wishes  of 

10  the  majority  of  the  people?  It  happened  a few  years  ago 

11  when  one  man,  in  control  of  a group  of  people,  convinced 

12  them  that  Germany  would  be  a better  place  to  live,  and  all 

13  humanity  would  benefit  from  the  eradication  of  the  Jewish 

14  people. 

It's  happening  today  with  a dictator  not  elected,  and 

16  he  can  decide  the  fate  of  the  people  who  are  as  powerless, 

17  with  their  voice,  as  were  the  Jews.  ThaoX  you.  Would  you 

10  like  a copy  of  it? 

THB  HEA;?ING  officer:  Thank  you,  our 

20  next  registered  speaker  is  Curtis  Doyal.  Please  come 

21  foi-ward  and  give  your  name  and  who  you  represent, 

MR,  CVRTIS  DOYAL-  I'm  Curtis  Doyal 

23  and  I'm  representing  myself.  First  of  all  I think  it's 

24  real  great  to  have  this  input  meeting.  I guess  all  of  you 

25  are  aware  of  this  one  that  just  c.ame  out. 


29-2  The  Draft  RMP  lists  lands  that  may  be  suitable 
for  consideration  for  acquisition  to  further  BLM 
management  goals  and  policies,  which  is  not  the  same 
as  saying  a specific  number  of  acres  of  state  or 
private  land  would  be  acquired.  The  RMP  also  states 
the  preferred  method  of  acquisition  would  be  by 
exchange,  because  the  exchange  process  tends  to 
balance  the  impacts  of  disposal  with  those  of 
acquisition.  Exchanges  are  routinely  initiated  by 
private  parties  or  the  state  and  a "willing  seller-willing 
buyer"  relationship  exists. 

Sections  205  and  206  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  October  1976  authorize  the  BLM 
to  acquire  lands  by  exchange  when  the  public  interest 
will  be  well  served  by  making  the  exchange.  In  a 
recent  land  exchange,  for  every  one  acre  of  private 
land  acquired,  the  BLM  disposed  of  30  acres  of  public 
land. 

29-3  We  have  shown  in  our  impact  analysis  that  the 
effects  of  proposals  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  would 
have  minimal  effect  on  the  business  and  social  climate 
of  Southeastern  New  Mexico.  We  have  not  received 
substantive,  new  information  that  supports  a different 
conclusion.  Refer  also  to  responses  39-7  and  53-1. 

29-4  Federal  reserved  water  rights  are  appropriated 
by  Congressional  action.  These  waters  are  reserved 
for  the  United  States  for  a purpose  specific  to  the 
withdrawal  (e.g.  national  forests  or  national  parks). 
New  federal  reserved  water  rights  can  only  be  claimed 
on  unappropriated  waters. 

More  common  are  state  appropriative  water  rights. 
The  BLM  acquires  state  appropriative  water  rights 
through  land  exchanges,  purchases,  and  filings  on 
water  developments  according  to  state  water  law 
procedures.  Water  rights  owned  by  the  United  States 
are  managed  for  various  purposes  by  the  BLM, 
including  livestock  watering,  wildlife  watering, 
recreation,  fisheries,  and  habitat  enhancement. 
Usually,  public  access  and  use  of  a particular  water 
source  will  favor  one  or  more  of  these  purposes  over 
the  others. 

29-5  Recreation  is  a productive  use  of  public  lands. 
The  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS  does  not  place  more 
emphasis  on  recreational  or  environmental  activities 
than  the  more  consumptive  uses  of  public  lands  such 
as  oil  and  gas  operations,  mining,  and  the  grazing  of 
livestock.  If  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  is  looked  at  in  totality, 
only  a small  percentage  of  public  lands  are  set  aside 
to  be  protected  for  recreation  or  other  noncommodity 
uses. 
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29-6  Refer  to  response  39-2. 


n 

(Witness  indicates  to  copy  of 

Rangeland  Reform  '94). 

MR.  CURTIS  DOYW^ ; There  was  numerous 
hours  that  went  in  to  answering  the  same  thing  that  you've 
got  in  your  Resource  Management  Plan,  As  far  as  I know, 
none  of  the  comnents  from  the  people  were  taken  in  to 
consideration.  The  first  place  in  this  thing.  I know 
there  was  an  addition  to  one  of  your  Tables  that  went 
through  the  whole  file,  it  was  not  even  corrected  in  this. 
(Indicating).  So  why  should  we  add  --  take  the  time  to 
review  and  do  this,  when  you're  not  even  going  to  correct 
the  additions  in  the  papers. 

Let  me  ask  one  of  the  gentlemen  over  there,  if  there 
is  an  addition  error  in  here,  will  you  correct  it? 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Mr.  DOyal,  the 
purpose  of  the  Hearing  is  to  receive  the  input,  we’re  not 
going  to  have  a question  and  answer  session. 

MR.  CURTIS  DOYAL:  I thought  they  were 

to  explain  anything  that  we  ask? 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  This  will  be 

explained  in  response  to  the  corrnents  in  the  final  RMP. 

MR.  CURTIS  DOYAL:  Okay.  This  is 

what  I just  said,  we  asked  for  it,  you  were  supposed  to  do 
it  in  the  final  Draft,  you  didn't  do  it,  what  makes  you 
think  we  can  get  the  same  thing  in  this? 


12 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  I'm  assured  by 
the  Managers  of  both  offices,  the  District  Office  and  the 
Regional  Resource  Office  in  Albuquerque,  that  will  occur. 

MR.  CURTIS  DOYAL;  I note  in  one  --  on 
the  first  page  of  it.  it  wants  to  )cnow  if  the  errors  in 
the  Analysis  have  been  performed.  It  takes  over  40  hours 
to  review  this  document.  Then  it  takes  several  more 
hours  to  go  back  and  do  it,  and  do  you  realize  how  long  it 
would  take  an  individual,  like  we've  got  here  today,  to  go 
in  there  and  put  all  of  this  scuff  in  to  conputers  and 
analyze  it  and  see  if  these  guys  made  an  error  in  it  or 
not . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  I realize  it 
takes  time,  yes.  sir. 

MR.  CURTIS  DOYAL:  It  takes  a lot  of 

time,  and  from  the  fact  of  what  has  happened  in  the  past, 

I Chink  it's  better  off  for  the  Government,  and  everyone 
concerned,  if  you  just  --  if  you  went  ahead  and  applied 
these  Regulations,  forget  about  the  conments,  put  them  in 
CO  effect  and  let  us  have  to  take  them  to  Court.  That's 
the  only  way  we  can  do  it. 

It  takes  too  much  time  and  too  much  effort  to  go  in 
here  and  advertise  these  things,  go  to  the  public 
meetings,  go  to  the  public  input  meetings  on  it.  sit  down 
and  spend  several  hours  writing  it  and  then  have  it 


29-7  Estimating  costs  of  implementation  is  not  within 
the  scope  of  the  RMP,  because  budgeting  occurs  as 
part  of  a different  process.  The  substantial  majority  of 
actions  proposed  in  the  Preferred  Alternative,  for 
example,  are  categorized  as  "demand  work."  That  is, 
the  work  that  results  from  requests  from  the  public, 
such  as  grazing  licenses,  Applications  for  Permit  to 
Drill,  or  rights-of-way  applications.  The  costs  for  this 
kind  of  work  are  the  basic  part  of  our  budget  and  are 
determined  on  an  annual  basis,  predicated,  in  part,  on 
previous  years'  work  load  and  on  projections  for  the 
coming  year.  The  proposals  in  the  RMP  that  involve 
resource  development,  such  as  the  development  of  a 
recreation  site,  are  general  in  nature  at  the  RMP  level. 
The  specifics  of  site  development,  including  cost 
estimates,  are  prepared  at  the  next  level  of  planning, 
called  activity  planning.  Estimating  specific  costs  of 
site  development  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  RMP. 
Funds  for  site  development  are  requested  through  our 
budget  process.  If  funding  is  granted,  the  project 
moves  ahead;  if  funding  is  denied,  the  project  is  not 
initiated. 

29-8  Refer  to  responses  29-7  and  53-7.  The 
cost/benefit  of  our  demand  work  load  is  not 
determined.  No  matter  what  the  cost,  the  public 
benefit  of  processing  permits  and  conducting  other 
daily  business  for  the  public  outweighs  the  cost.  Thus, 
for  implementation  of  the  majority  of  our  proposals, 
there  is  no  cost/benefit  analysis.  Cost/benefit  analysis 
is  performed  at  the  activity  planning  level  for  many 
resource  development  projects,  not  at  the  resource 
management  planning  level. 

29-9  Refer  to  response  29-3. 

29-10  The  funding  used  to  acquire  any  range 
improvements  owned  by  a grazing  allottee  would  be 
provided  by  the  BLM  management  program  proposing 
to  devote  the  area  to  another  public  purpose.  Funding 
would  be  acquired  through  the  BLM's  budget  and  work 
planning  processes.  Also,  refer  to  response  28-28  for 
related  information  on  fencing. 

29-11  Funds  to  build  fences  would  be  obtained 
through  the  BLM's  annual  budget  and  work  planning 
processes.  Refer  to  response  28-29  for  information 
about  the  definitions  of  caves  and  karst. 

29-12  Exchanges  are  the  BLM's  preferred  method  of 
acquisition  and  disposal  of  lands  to  further  BLM 
management  goals  and  policies,  because  the 
exchange  process  tends  to  balance  the  impacts  of 
disposal  with  those  of  acquisition.  Exchanges  are 
routinely  initiated  by  private  parties  or  the  State. 
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13 

1 

publicly  dlamisied. 

3 

Thac'f  * pretty  dan  on  the  people  that  answer  these 

3 

things.  They  are  not  answering  the  things  the  way  they 

4 

should  be  done.  (Pause).  In  your  little  book  on  the 

5 

thing,  you  said  that  you  intended  to  acquire  public  owned 

6 

fences  built  across  public  land.  I think  it  needs  to  be 

13 

7 

put  in  your  final  deal,  if  you  decide  to  answer  it,  how 

8 

many  miles  of  this  is  going  to  be  owned,  what  is  going  to 

9 

be  the  cost  of  it.  and  where  you  intend  to  get  the  funds 

10 

from  to  do  this.  (Pause) . 

11 

Most  Of  the  whole  book  on  the  situation  is  pretty 

12 

hard  to  understand,  unless  you  really  paid  a lot  of 

13 

attention  to  it.  The  main  thing  we  talked  about,  as  far 

14 

as  wildfires,  full  suppression  of  wildfires  will  be 

15 

employed  in  the  following  areas  to  protect  man-made 

16 

facilities  or  irr^ortant  natural  resource  values.  1 didn't 

17 

know  that  BLM  had  a natural  ••  or  fire  suppression 

16 

situation.  Prescribed  fires  ignited  by  BLM  will  be 

19 

conducted  on  up  to  lOS  acres.  If  105  acres  is  as  large  a 

14 

20 

fire  deck  as  you  can  control  bum  at  one  time,  that's  not 

21 

really  worth  the  time  and  effort  that  it  takes  to  do  the 

22 

planning  stage  on  it. 

23 

But  1 don't  think  that  there's  no  need  in  spending  a 

24 

whole  lot  of  time  in  iraking  coments  and  doing  this  on 

25 

this,  because  in  the  past  we've  not  had  much  cooperation 

1 
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from  th«  Bur»*u  ii»c«nlng  to  t)i«  p«opl»,  and  until  they 
get  to  .here  they  .ill  H,ten  to  people,  then  it  mey 
juitify  taking  the  time  to  answer  this  thing,  to  try  to 
get  our  input  in  to  it. 

Thii  is  basically  just  going  through  the  measures  to 
take  care  of  and  meet  these  requirements  and  then 
therefore  you  can  go  on  down  the  road.  Thank  you. 

THS  HEARING  OFFICER:  Thank  you,  sir. 

Our  next  registered  speaker  is  David  Martin.  Please  come 
up  to  the  podium  and  give  us  your  name  and  who  you 
represent . 

MR.  DAVID  MARTIN:  I want  to  thank  you 

all  for  letting  me  come  and  speak  today,  I'm  David 
Martin,  I live  in  Artesia  and  I have  a few  prepared 
cofmenti  that  I want  to  give  to  each  one  of  you.  I have 
been  with  Marbob  Energy  since  1982,  and  Marbob  has 
operated  on  Federal  Lands  since  before  that  date.  Back  in 
the  early  to  mid  '80's,  I can  remember  working  with  the 
BLM,  and  the  relationship  we  had  with  the  individual 
employees . 

The  attitude  of  both  industry  and  goverrvnent  was  one 
of  partnership.  He  were  both  working  for  the  same  goals, 
that  is,  we  both  wanted  to  develop  and  enhance  the 
productivity  of  the  land.  Today  we  see  the  role  of  the 
BLM  as  changing  from  a friendly  helpful  agency  of  the 


Acquisitions  would  be  pursued  if  willing  buyer-willing 
seller  opportunities  present  themselves.  The  views  of 
local  citizens  are  important  and  are  given  careful 
consideration  in  the  management  of  the  public  lands 
near  where  they  live.  The  public  lands,  however, 
belong  to  all  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  there 
must  be  some  process  that  takes  into  account  the 
interests  of  peopie  living  in  other  parts  of  New  Mexico 
and  in  other  states.  A part  of  this  process  is  the 
reliance  on  national  policy,  which  is  derived  from  laws 
passed  by  Congress  and  Executive  Orders  from  the 
President.  While  a group  of  local  citizens  may  object 
to  a specific  action,  in  this  case  an  exchange,  there 
may  be  times  when  national  policy  dictates  that  the 
benefit  for  the  general  public  outweighs  the  interest  of 
the  small  group.  Likewise,  the  issuance  of  grazing 
permits  or  oil  well  drilling  permits  may  be  contrary  to 
the  desires  of  some  individuais  or  groups  on  a local 
basis,  but  nationai  policy  dictates  that  issuing  the 
permits  is  good  for  the  general  population  of  a region, 
a state,  or  even  the  nation. 

29-13  The  buliet  "Acquiring  privately  owned  fences 
built  across  public  lands"  on  page  2-20  of  the  Draft 
RMP  has  been  deleted,  although  current  regulations 
do  ailow  for  this  action,  when  necessary.  Refer  to 
Table  34. 

29-14  Refer  to  page  2-38  in  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP. 
Earlier  iand  use  plans  dictated  the  number  of  acres  on 
which  prescribed  fire  could  be  used  to  treat  vegetation. 
The  amount  of  acreage  remaining  under  Alternative  A 
from  those  previous  decisions  is  105  acres.  Under 
Alternative  A,  no  more  than  1 05  acres  could  be  burned 
without  first  undertaking  a land  use  plan  amendment 
to  change  the  original  decisions  regarding  the  use  of 
prescribed  fire. 
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15 

I government  to  • herdnose  overbearing  bully,  who'e  only 
J interested  in  getting  all  users  of  rederal  Lands  off  of 
i the  lands. 

5 Our  Federal  Government  has  forgotten  that  it  was 

5 formed  to  serve  the  people,  not  the  reverse  Currently 

t this  country  imports  almost  60  percent  of  its  oil  needs. 

7 This  alarming  dependence  on  foreign  oil  can  only 

S contribute  to  the  instability,  long  term,  of  this  great 

9  nation.  The  amount  of  dollars  we're  exporting  daily  to 

10  pay  for  this  oil  is  mind  boggling. 

11  Our  Government  should  be  following  policies  that 

12  encourage  the  exploration  and  production  of  petroleum,  not 

13  devising  policies  such  as  the  Carlsbad  and  Roswell 

14  Hanage.ment  Resource  Plans  that  remove  or  restrict 

15  thousands  and  thousands  of  acres  of  land  from  exploration 

16  and  production  and  impose  strict  operating  procedures  that 

17  hinder  and  discourage  the  same. 

18  FolRs,  we're  in  this  together.  This  is  your  country 

19  too.  I don't  care  how  pristine  you  get  the  country  side, 

2 0 if  you  have  no  fuel  to  drive  out  and  look  at  it,  you  won't 

21  really  care  what  it  looks  like.  I can  remember  when  the 

22  newspapers  were  reporting  that  oil  imports  were  40  percent 

23  of  the  nation's  needs,  and  I always  thought  that  the 

24  Government  would  never  ever  allow  imports  to  exceed  SO 

25  percent.  Well,  now  imports  are  at  60  percent.  Our  BLM 
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if  looKin9  for  more  ways  to  hinder  and  restrict  the 
production  of  oil  and  gat  on  Federal  Lands.  TTiif  is 
ludicrous.  Your  actions  will  directly  affect  both  the 
local  econocny  and  eventually  even  your  own  jobs  here  at 
Che  BLM.  because  many  of  you  will  have  nothing  to  do  on 
land  that  access  is  no  longer  allowed. 

In  sorwary,  I,  as  an  individual,  and  also  as  a 
representative  of  Marbob  Energy,  do  oppose  all  five 
proposed  RsMF's  for  the  Carlsbad  and  Roswell  District.  The 
no  occupancy  stipulations,  and  the  no  lease  position  on 
thousands  of  acres  is  not  acceptable.  Also  the  200  to  400 
meter  restrictions,  concerning  Prairie  Chicken  Licks, 
raptor  nests  or  riparian  in  scream  areas,  playa  lakes  and 
Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard  is  unacceptable. 

The  burying  of  lease  flow  lines  is  impractical  and 
cost  prohibited  and  besides  it's  nruch  more  difficult  to 
detect  leaks  frc«n  a buried  line.  Also  the  reduction  of 
animal  units  for  cattle  and  sheep  grazing,  we  do  not  agree 
with.  We  encourage  the  BLM  to  extend  the  comon  period 
for  a period  of  120  to  leo  days,  and  ask  chat  you  please 
consider  the  economic  and  physical  impact  chat  your  RMP  is 
going  to  have  on  Carlsbad,  Roswell.  Artesia,  and,  yes, 
even  your  own  individual  lives,  long  term. 

Please  take  in  to  account  the  concerns  that  the  users 
of  the  land  have.  Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  speak. 


29-15  With  regard  to  your  comment  on  burying  flow 
lines,  refer  to  responses  27-1  and  116-7.  With  regard 
to  your  comment  on  reducing  AUMs,  refer  to 
responses  65-2  and  76-1 0. 

29-16  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 
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17 


the  hearing  OFFICER:  ThanX  you.  Our 

next  registered  speaker  is  Raye  Killer. 

KR . RAYE  MILLER:  My  name  Is  Raye 

Killer  and  it's  R-a-y-e,  Killer.  I worR  for  Marbob  Energy 
Corporation,  such  as  David,  who  just  spoke.  I'd  like  to 
talk  just  a little  bit  about  the  R.KP  and  some  of  the 
perceptions  that  some  of  us  have.  I've  actually  been 
involved  in  part  of  the  Carlsbad  work  on  this  RKP,  trooi 
some  of  the  initial  stages,  and  I guess  the  problem  that  I 
have  in  looking  at  where  we  are  with  an  rmp,  is  that  the 
process,  itself,  although  that's  something  that  you  men 
may  not  be  able  to  affect,  may  indeed  be  a disaster.  If 
you  look  at  the  time  that  the  BLM  personnel  have  spent, 
the  time  that  people,  such  as  myself  have  spent,  the  time 
chat  people  have  spent  here  analyzing  the  document  and 
working  on  this  process,  to  what  goals  we'll  actually 
achieve  out  of  it,  I'm  not  sure  it  is  actually  justified. 

It  becomes  a thing  where  --  not  a strong  supporter  of  vice 
President  Gore,  but  1 do  chink  the  ideas  about  Government 
and  regulations  and  some  of  these  things  being  a burden  to 
industry  and  citizens,  chat  Che  pjwp  process  may  indeed  be 
a prime  example  of  an  area  that  needs  significant  review 
as  to  its  actual  value  in  the  overall  process. 

In  looking  at  the  formation  of  guidelines  for  five 
years,  that's  a very  good  type  of  ideological  process. 


But  what  we.  In  essence  do,  is  we  set  up  rigid  standards, 
established  under  the  rmp,  which  allows  for  little 
flexibility  in  working  on  a case  by  case  or  project  basis. 
AS  time  goes  on  there  are  always  instances  where 
something,  that  we  have  identified  in  this  type  of  a 
document,  will  come  back  to  bite  us  in  to  a project  that 
we  stare  working  on  later  on. 

It  IS  impossible  in  a never  changing  industry  such  as 
oil  and  gas,  to  try  to  envision  where  you  will  be  in  years 
to  come  I appreciate  what  the  BLM  has  done  and  the  work 
that  you  have  done  on  an  individual  basis  with  our 
company,  but  the  process  involved  here,  in  the  RMP,  and 
the  rigid  standards  that  are  set  up,  I don't  chink  chose 
are  good  ideas.  Thank  you.  Gentlemen. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Thark  you,  sir. 

Our  next  registered  speaker  is  Chuck  Horan. 

MR.  CHUCK  MORAN:  My  name  is  Chuck 

Moran,  I'm  with  the  Yates  Petroleum  Corporation  in 
Arcesia.  I'd  like  to  thank  the  BLM  for  providing  me  the 
opportunity  to  address  the  RKP  for  both  the  Carlsbad  and 
the  Roswell  Resource  Area. 

The  general  conments  I'll  make  today  will  be  followed 
up  by  detailed  written  conments.  I've  grown  up  in 
Southeastern  Now  Mexico  and  been  associated  with  the  oil 
field  and  ranching  for  most  of  my  life.  i went  away  to 


29-17  We  view  the  guidance  established  in  the  RMP 
as  general  guidance.  It  has  been  our  intent  to  write 
general  guidelines,  whenever  possible,  to  allow  future 
management  flexibility,  without  the  need  to  first  amend 
the  plan.  In  fact,  we  have  received  comments  that 
many  of  our  guidelines  are  not  specific  enough.  If  a 
situation  arises  that  is  contrary  to  guidance  established 
m the  RMP  and  requires  a change  in  management, 
the  RMP  can  be  amended  or  revised  to  accommodate 
that  situation.  A prime  example  of  this  is  the 
amendment  of  the  Carlsbad  RMP,  to  address  new 
issues  in  oil  and  gas  management. 
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19 


school  in  1982,  and  why  it  is  significant,  is  because 
that's  about  the  same  time  the  federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  was  passed,  vrben  I came  back  about  ten 
years  later.  I can  see  the  types  of  restrictions  that  were 
imposed  pursuant  to  FLPMA . The  restrictions  are 
restraining  industry,  be  it  cattle,  be  it  oil.  anybody 
that  wants  to  use  the  public  land. 

There'S  no  attempt  to  help  promote  the  development  of 
the  resources.  I view  this  RMP  and  EIS  process  as  another 
step  in  the  increasing  regulatory  burden  being  borne  by 
industry.  No  positive  attempt  at  all  to  help  industry. 

No  --  no  attempt  to  look  for  less  restrictive  means.  All 
I see  in  this  book  is  more  and  more  regulations.  There's 
no  --  no  means  to  loosen  the  restrictions. 

The  Plan  presents  to  be  •-  is  represented  to  present 
alternatives.  Alternative  A is  what  is  being  represented 
as  the  current  Management  Plan.  I don't  believe  that. 
Alternative  B is  represented  as  the  most  restrictive  Plan. 
I do  believe  that.  I don't  see  much  difference  between  A 
and  B.  Alterr^ative  C.  D and  B are  represented  as  being 
some  sort  of  combination  between  Alternatives  A and  B, 
with  B being  the  preferred  choice.  1 don't  agree  with 
the  preferred  choice. 

They  --  you  know,  they  --  I don't  want  to  sound 
facetious  or  anything,  but  somebody  would  call  this  Plan 


29-18  Refer  to  responses  28-8,  28-55,  29-22,  89-12, 
and  93-3. 


20 

varying  shades  of  green.  A gaping  hole  in  the  Plan  is  the 
failure  to  look  at  economics  and  the  development  of  the 
natural  resources  No  attempt  is  made  to  help  the  oil 
industry  enter  the  public  lands  and  develop  the  oil  and 
gas  reserves. 

No  attempt  is  made  to  help  the  ranchers  get  out  on 
the  Federal  land  and  graze  cattle.  'The  only  thing  in 
there  is  just  attempts  to  keep  them  off.  That  is  what 
drives  the  economics  of  Southeastern  New  Mexico,  and 
chat's  what  needs  to  be  considered  and  promoted  in  a Plan 
like  this. 

It's  important  to  ask  why  we're  going  through  this 
process.  The  Federal  Land  Management  Policy  Act  requires 
you  to  review  your  Management  Plans  for  the  lands  you 
administer.  Pages  i and  2,  of  the  Plan,  state  the  purpose 
and  need  of  this  Plan.  I'd  like  to  read  what  it  says  for 
Che  Roswell  Plan,  ‘The  purpose  for  developing  the  Roswell 
RMP  is  to  provide  a comprehensive  framework  for  managing 
and  allocating  use  of  all  public  land  and  resources  in  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  This  effort  is  directed  at 
identifying  needed  changes  in  the  Fort  Stanton  and  East 
Chaves  Management  Framework  Plan.* 

In  Che  Carlsbad  Plan  it  states,  "‘The  purpose  of 
developing  the  Carlsbad  RMPA  is  to  provide  a comprehensive 
framework  for  managing  and  allocating  the  use  of  oil  and 


29-19  Refer  to  responses  39-1  and  50-10. 


29-20  The  Roswell  Resource  Area  has  no 
comprehensive  land  use  plan.  The  land  use  plans  in 
existence  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  date  from  the 
1970s  and  1980s,  provide  only  partial  coverage,  and 
in  many  cases  are  not  in  compliance  with  current  laws 
and  regulations.  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  states  in  Section 
202,  "The  Secretary  shall... deve/op,  maintain,  and 
when  appropriate,  revise  land  use  plans..."  (Emphasis 
added.)  Our  purpose  in  preparing  the  Roswell  RMP 
and  amending  the  Carlsbad  RMP  is  to  comply  with  the 
law  and  to  modernize  the  guidance  governing  the 
management  of  the  public  lands. 
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21 

gas  resources  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area.  This  effort 

3 

will  update  Oil  and  Gas  Resource  Management  that  is 

3 

currently  described  in  the  Carlsbad  RMP,  to  address 

4 

changes  and  policy  and  management  occurring  since  the 

5 

completion  of  the  RM?.* 

6 

Interestingly,  no  specific  reasons  are  given.  That's 

7 

just  a nice  general  statement,  flpmr  says  --  does  not 

21 

8 

require  you  to  change  any  Plans.  Their  existing  Plans  on 

9 

the  drawing  board.  There's  nothing  in  here  that  says  you 

10 

have  to  change  it.  It  just  says  you  must  review  it.  I 

11 

don't  see  why  there's  a need  to  produce  a book  an  inch  and 

12 

a half  thick,  that  promotes  a specific  agenda. 

13 

Basically  I view  the  Plan  as  an  assault  on  the  oil 

14 

and  gas  industry.  Some  of  the  changes  that  are  calked 

15 

about  in  Alternative  A just  don't  make  any  sense  at  all. 

22 

16 

Closing  89,000  acres  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Allowing  no 

17 

surface  occupancy  on  another  92,000  acres.  Applying 

18 

Standard  terms  and  conditions  of  approval  to  the 

19 

de'/elopment  of  new  and  existing  leases.  Apply  cave  karst 

20 

drilling  guidelines  to  a large  percentage  of  the  County. 

31 

It  makes  no  sense. 

22 

The  Roswell  Resource  Area  is  just  as  bad.  They  want 

23 

23 

to  close  360,000  acres  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Allow  no 

24 

surface  occupancy  on  an  additional  22,000  acres,  and 

25 

that's  what  they're  saying,  is  supposed  to  be  what  they 

29-21  Refer  to  response  29-20. 


29-22  Alternative  A is  the  description  of  current 
management.  There  are  no  changes  from  current 
practice  proposed  in  Alternative  A.  The  acreages  of 
closures  or  no  surface  occupancy  are  existing  and 
have  been  for  a number  of  years.  It  has  long  been 
our  practice  to  issue  oil  and  gas  leases  with  the 
standard  lease  terms  and  conditions.  With  regard  to 
the  cave  and  karst  drilling  guidelines,  the  management 
actions  described  on  pages  AP5-2  and  3 of  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  under  Alternative  A are  practices  that 
we  have  been  employing  in  the  Roswell  District.  Also, 
refer  to  responses  37-3  and  93-3. 

29-23  Refer  to  response  29-22. 
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23 


24 


25 


26 


1 are  doing  now.  But  that'g  Alternative  A,  which 

2 represents  what  we're  doing.  Now  they  are  closing  more 

3 land.  This  book  is  supposed  to  represent  the  answers  for 

4 how  the  land  is  to  be  managed  for  the  next  20  years. 

5 However  the  problem  with  it  is  that  it  indirectly  and 

6 suddenly  takes  away  the  land  from  use. 

7 It  is  fatally  flawed  in  not  providing  definitions 

8 One  of  the  key  objects  or  key  definitions,  that  is  avoided 

9 18  the  definition  of  a Flcod  Plain.  Nowhere  in  the 

10  Glossary  or  in  the  book  is  Flood  Plain  defined,  but  there 

11  Will  be  no  surface  occupancy  allowed  on  there,  that  -•  my 

12  reading  of  that,  is  that  land  withdrawn  is  not  taken  in  to 

13  account  in  the  Management  Plan. 

14  It  may  be  that  I may  be  just  misreading  it,  but  I 

15  don't  thinX  so.  Another  area  that  there  is  a big 

IS  withdrawal,  is  the  cave  karst  area  I agree  that  there 

17  are  caves  out  there  that  have  a great  amount  of  value  and 

18  need  protecting.  However  the  blanket  approach  being 

19  offered  by  this  Plan  in  the  Cave  Karst  Drilling  Guidelines 

20  is  unacceptable,  we  have  objected  to  the  Cave  Karst 

21  Drilling  Guidelines  since  they  were  published.  We 

22  participated  as  a company  on  the  original  cormiittee.  Our 

23  representative  on  chat  connittee  does  not  believe  what  was 

24  published  is  what  was  talked  about  in  the  committee.  The 

25  problem  was  that  the  committee  could  not  come  to  any  type 


29-24  The  term  "floodplain"  is  defined  in  the  Draft 
RMP  in  the  Glossary,  on  page  GL-7,  under  the  entry 
"One-Hundred-Year  Floodplain. 

29-25  Refer  to  the  tables  in  Appendix  3 for  estimates 
of  acres  affected  by  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements.  The  impacts  of  those  requirements  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  4 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS. 

29-26  The  cave  and  karst  area  is  not  a withdrawal. 
The  maps  and  tables  of  the  area  published  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  are  intended  to  disclose  the  location 
of  high,  moderate  and  low  potential  areas  for  caves 
and  karst.  The  disclosure  is  intended  to  help  describe 
where  caves  and  karst  occur  and  the  likelihood  for 
occurrence.  We  are  not  proposing  to  withdraw  those 
areas.  It  has  been  our  policy,  and  will  continue  to  be 
our  policy,  that  we  will  protect  cave  and  karst 
resources  when  needed  and  that  we  will  be  in 
compliance  with  laws  and  regulations  on  cave 
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management. 
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27 
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I of  docliloo 

] 'n^oi*  ^IdoUnti  *r«  roproiontoO  ii  bolnp  bo**d  on 

) ch«  oork  of  iho  coimitt**  «nd  I yutai  you  could  tty  thoy 
4 «r*  b*i«d  on  that  Out  Cho  problon  !■  that  balnf  baaad 

} on  It  and  baln^  »hac  tha  connittaa  tald  art  tuo  dlfftrtnt 

( things  I'vt  atktd  loyaalt.  and  atk  for  tha  company,  that 
1 an  aatanaton  of  ttaw  ba  givan  Public  involvamant  it 
I raguirad  by  tha  Rtgulationa  I'vt  ractivtd  a lattar  In 

* ratponta  to  ka^aata  for  an  Ixtanalon,  and  it  eltaa  nw  to 

10  tha  kagulatlona  4J  CPk  Sactlon  KIO  2 I,  ahlcb  atataa, 

11  *Tha  tuna  parioda  tllowad  for  public  cotmant  on  a kKP  IIS 

1]  vhan  you  raad  that  Sactlon  In  total,  »hat  they  art 

II  talking  about  la  minimum  timaa  allowed  to  conrant  on  an 

14  kMV  Thla  document  la  an  Inch  and  a half  thick  Curtia 

15  Ooyal  mantlonad  that  more  time  waa  needed  and  I agree 

It  Tima  la  needed  to  review  thla  and  praaant  a different 

IT  kltemative  than  what  we  have  been  given  by  the  SLM 

II  The  preparara  of  tha  Document  have  done  good  In 

IS  preparing  a Document,  but  I don't  believe  it'a  workable. 

20  Vhat  we  need  la  additional  time  for  the  people  out  here  on 

21  the  landa  to  develop  a Plan  and  preaent  it  aa  an 

22  kltemative  to  what  you  have  offered. 

21  I'd  Ilka  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  talk. 

24  TKl  KSkkINC  OFPICBR:  Thank  you,  air. 

25  Our  next  regiacered  apeaker  la  kay  weatfall.  Come  to  the 


With  regard  to  the  cave  and  karst  drilling  guidelines, 
these  various  management  practices  have  been 
published  in  the  RMP/RMPA/EIS  to  allow  for  public 
review  and  comment.  We  will  review  public  comment 
and  will  adjust  the  guidelines,  as  needed.  These  are 
practices  currently  in  use  or  practices  that  have  been 
suggested  for  use  and  were  discussed  by  members  of 
the  Task  Force. 

29-27  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 


24 

1 podium  and  give  ua  your  name  and  who  you  repreaent 
J Mk.  RAY  wiSTFkLL  My  name  la  kay 

1 weatfall  and  I'm  an  Independent  oil  producer  in 

4 Southeiatem  New  Mexico,  Lea  and  Eddy  County.  I've  been 

5 In  the  oil  buaineaa  since  1S70.  Since  then  we  have  had 

* nuneroua  kegulationa  from  the  blm  with  these  kegulationa 

7 you've  apent  more  time  and  more  time  getting  our 
t applications  to  Drill  through.  It  aeema  like  It  went 

9 from  originally  we  could  get  one  through  in  two  or  three 

10  days,  and  now  we  have  a 10  day  waiting  list,  we  have  ••  It 

11  takes  <0-90,  sometimea  120  days  to  get  these  Applications 

12  through,  even  for  just  a small  workover  it  takes  that 

13  long. 

14  And  now  you  give  ua  these  new  kegulationa,  and  we 

15  spend  all  of  our  time  just  taking  care  of  these 

IS  kegulationa  that  you  all  Impose  on  ua  As  it  is,  we 

17  haven't  been  able  to  take  the  price  of  crude.  It  has  went 

18  from  $3  00  to  $30.00,  back  to  $15  00,  and  we  just  cannot 

19  afford  to  have  the  type  of  people  it  takes  to  take  care  of 

20  all  of  these. 

21  It's  just  exorbitant  the  time  chat  you  can  spend  in 

22  taking  care  of  problems  that  we  have,  the  small  problems 

23  that  we  have,  whether  it's  a leak  or  anything  like  that. 

24  We  take  care  of  the  leaks,  but  then  we  have  to  sit  down 

25  and  do  all  of  the  paperwork  and  everything  else  that  is 
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caused  by  the  BLM.  It's  just  a great  expense  to  us,  we 
cannot  afford  to  bury  the  flow  lines  at  the  price  of 
crude,  which  I feel  the  Govemnent  has  caused  the  price  of 
crude  to  be  as  low  as  it  is. 

You  close  caliche  pits,  it  costs  us  more  to  take  and 
build  our  pads  and  stuff,  we  have  to  haul  farther. 
Sver/thing  that  you  all  do  imposes  a price  cost  to  the 
producer.  We  just  carrot  afford  all  of  these  things  that 
you're  crying  to  push  on  to  us.  we  can't  afford  you  all 
closing  the  acreage  to  us  that  we  could  take  and  drill  on, 
it's  just  --  it's  just  a money  factor  in  the  oil  and  gas 
industry. 

The  oil  industry,  whenever  we're  making  good  money, 
we  spend  it  and  we  put  it  back  in  to  the  industry.  We 
make  money  and  spend  it  and  the  State  and  the  Federal 
Government  reaps  this  harvest.  I feel  like  these  new 
Regulations  are  just  exorbitant,  we  don't  need  them.  We 
get  more  and  more  BLM  people  and  less  and  less  Regulations 
--  we  just  need  less  Regulations,  instead  of  more  BLM 
people . 

Thank  you  for  letting  me  calk. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Thank  you,  sir. 

I have  no  more  registered  speakers.  Is  there  anyone  else 
in  the  room  that  would  care  to  make  a statement?  Sir’ 

MR.  BILL  McCAW;  I'm  Bill  McCaw,  I'm 
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with  myself,  from  Artesia.  I just  want  to  say  a few 
things.  One  is  congratulations  to  the  BLM,  with  this 
right  here,  you  all  have  done  what  Russia  was  not  able  to 
do,  because  you  all  are  taking  our  land  away  from  us. 

They  had  nuclear  weapons,  and  you're  using  this,  and  the 
results  are  the  same.  You  are  taking  our  land  away  from 
us  The  Mexican  people  are  migrating  to  the  United  States 
because  they  don't  own  land.  'The  Government  owns  their 
land  down  there  And  that's  the  reason  they  come  here, 
they  are  hardworking  people,  but  they  can't  work  because 
they  don't  own  the  land,  they  can't  own  anything. 

And  if  you  all  want  ue  to  be  like  them,  a Third  World 
Country,  you  all  just  keep  doing  this,  because  oil  people, 
ranchers,  no  one  can  make  a living  and  so  all  I'm  saying 
is,  congratulations,  you  all  done  better  than  the 
Russians . 

(Applause  from  the  audience) . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  'Thank  you.  Is 

there  anyone  else  present,  that  would  care  to  make  a 
statement  for  the  record? 

(Short  pause) . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  I see  none  and 
hear  none.  At  this  time  we'll  call  a 15  minute  recess. 

(Short  recess  taken  at  approximately 

1:45  P.M.) 
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(Hearing  reconvened  at  approximately 

2:00  P M. ) 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Gentlemen  may  i 

have  your  attention,  we'll  convene  the  Hearing  i no 
longer  have  any  registered  speakers  to  speak.  Is  there 
anyone  in  the  room  that  would  care  to  make  additional 
statements,  or  make  a statement  for  the  first  time? 

(Mrs.  Lisa  Doyal  raises  her  hand). 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER-  Ma'iTl,  wculd 
you  come  to  the  podium  and  give  us  your  nam.e  and  who  you 
represent . 

MS-  LISA  DOYAL:  My  name  is  Lisa  Doyal 

and  I was  given  this  poem,  which  kind  of  sums  up  the  way 
that  we  all  feel  about  this,  or  a lot  of  us  do.  I should 
say.  It's  called  Consents,  by  Louis  Derrick,  it  says, 

"We  consent  on  the  rocks,  we  comment  on  the  soil,  we 
comment  on  no  grazing.  I'm  sure  there  will  be  no  oil.  We 
cofrment  on  the  grass,  we  comment  on  where  to  drill,  we 
comment  but  no  one  listens,  the  Interior  has  an  agenda  to 
fulfill.  We  comment  on  the  caves,  we  comment  on  the 
hills,  we  conir.ent  on  the  playas.  but  still  we  have  struck 
no  deal,  we  comment  on  the  streams,  we  comment  on  birds 
of  prey,  we  comment  on  the  lizards,  l think  we  conr^.ent 
night  and  day.  We  comment  on  the  fences,  we  corrirvent  on 
the  quail,  while  we  spend  all  this  time  commenting,  our 
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livestock  and  oil  fields  all  go  to  hell  We  comrr.ent  on 
Regulations,  we  comment  on  each  and  every  flaw.  No  matter 
how  we  do  and  try,  you  still  write  more  Regulations  and 
Laws,  We  cofTment  on  Indian  sites,  we  comment  from  land  to 
sea,  I have  one  last  comment,  we're  going  to  have  local 
County  control.  County  govemr.ent  is  our  economic 
stability,  not  the  Federal  Bureaucrats  that  work  for 
Washington,  D.C.  Thank  you. 

(Applause  from  the  audience) . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Thank  you . Is 
there  anyone  else  in  the  room  who  would  care  to  make  a 
statement  or  additional  statements? 

fMrs.  Ann  Clark  raises  her  hand). 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Would  you  give 
us  your  name  and  who  you  represent. 

MRS.  ANN  CLARK;  My  name  is  Ann  Clark 
and  I received  a report  yesterday  from  the  Eddy  County 
Assessor's  Office.  I requested  this  and  this  in  defense 
of  all  of  Che  oil  people  and  all  of  us  cattle  ranchers. 
It's  dated  January  lOth,  1995.  It  is  in  reference  to 
Livestock  Report  of  1994. 

•Mrs.  Ann  Clark,  this  letter  is  in  reference  to  your 
request.  You'll  find  on  the  attached  page,  a breakdown  of 
the  Livestock  Report  for  Che  1994  tax  year.  I hope  this 
will  be  helpful  to  you.  After  composing  these  figures,  it 
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ie  visible  as  to  how  much  revenue  is  contributed  to  the 
livestock  industry  --  by  the  livestock  industry  to  the 
needs  of  Sddy  County.  The  amount  received  from  PILT, 
Payment  in  Lieu  of  Tajces,  as  of  December  list,  1994,  at 
$932,438,  This  information  provided  from  Eddy  County 
Treasurer's  Financial  Report.  The  amount  of  total  tax 
dollars  to  be  collected  for  1994  is  $9,201,704.90.  This 
IS  taken  from  the  1994  Eddy  County  Abstract  Report.  The 
follcwing  information  is  provided  by  the  Treasurer's 
Of  f ice . 

Oil  and  gas  production  was  $4,649,370.98.  Oil  and 
gas  production  equipment  was  $801,506.22.  The  amoont  does 
not  include  what  is  distributed  to  the  State.  The  monies 
received  from  the  oil  and  gas  production  are  distributed 
as  follows.  Municipal  Receipts,  $5,278.53.  School 
District,  $2,178,736-88.  County  received  $2,158,663.46. 
Artesia  Hospital,  $316,692.11.  The  monies  received  from 
oil  and  gas  production  equipment  --  production  equipment 
are  distributed  as  follows. 

Municipal  Schools,  $262,89.  School  Districts, 

$357,392  --  350  --  $357,892.70.  County  is  $378,257.60, 
and  Artesia  Hospital,  $65,093.03.  Respectfully,  Anna 
Galindo.  Eddy  County  Assessor.* 

This  should  be  in  support  of  how  much  our  oil  and  gas 
industry  is  helping  Eddy  County.  Now  on  the  cattle,  we 
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have  69,872  head  of  cattle,  including  cattle,  dairy 
cattle,  horses,  mules,  sheep  and  goats.  This  also 
includes  our  Seven  Rivers  Caccle  Company.  But.  vichout  our 
farms  and  ranches,  thac  are  raising  cattle.  I’m  sure  there 
-ouldn’t  be  a feedlot  up  there  either  in  this  area.  We  a 
total  of  $169,311.64  being  on  taxes  of  our  cattle  alone. 
Then  I have  a breakdown  of  how  it  comes  out,  but  we  feel 
like  we  are  contributing  our  part  to  this  County  on  our 
Receipt  --  Gross  Receipt  Tax  for  County  Taxes. 

We  also  have  some  articles  chat  have  been  being 
published  in  our  Carlsbad  weekly  paper  and  in  our  Carlsbad 
Current  Argus,  degrading  our  ranching  industry,  degrading 
our  ranchers,  and  they  were  written  by  one  of  your  BLM 
em.ployees.  I would  just  like  that  to  go  on  the  record. 
Thank  you . 

(Applause  from  the  audience) . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Tha.-Jc  you. 

Anyone  else  in  the  room  that  would  care  to  trsike  a 
statement? 

{Ms.  Donna  Williams  raises  her  hand). 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER..  .vta’am,  would  you 
please  come  forward  to  the  podium  and  state  your  name  and 
who  you  represent . 

MS  DONNA  WILLIAMS:  My  name  is  Donna 

Williams  and  I’m  with  Meridian  Oil,  and  basically  what 


29-28  Refer  to  responses  29-20,  41.1-1  and  50-1. 
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we're  trying  to  find  out  i*  why  the  need  for  the  Plan. 
We've  had  a really  good  relationship  with  the  BLM  and  we 
don't  understand  why  you  all  have  to  change  now.  The 
other  thing,  we're  in  total  agreement  of  needing  more  time 
to  review  the  Plan,  see  how  it's  going  to  affect  our 
future  drilling. 

Basically  we're  not  understanding,  because  we  get 
told  that  Washington  pushes  Santa  Fe  to  lease  the  land, 
now  the  RPM  is  saying  that  they  want  to  close  more  land. 
It'S  kind  of  a contradiction  in  itself.  Ajid  that's 
basically  what  we  wanted  to  say. 

THE  HEAJaNG  OFFICER:  Thank  you.  Is 

there  anyone  else  in  the  room  that  would  care  to  make  a 
statement? 

(Mr.  Jim  Robinson  raises  his  hand) . 

'THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Sir,  would  you 

come  to  the  podium  and  give  us  your  name  and  who  you 
represent . 

MR.  JIM  ROBINSON:  My  name  is  Jim 

Robinson  with  Santa  Fe  Energy  Resources.  We're  a small 
oil  and  gas  producer  throughout  about  14  States.  I wasn't 
going  to  make  any  comments,  but  I think  you  see  a lot  of 
frustration  in  this  room,  and  I think  part  of  the 
frustration  is  that  you  have  forums  like  this,  where  one 
side  speaks  and  the  other  side  listens,  and  there's  no 
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interaction,  and  I think  you'd  get  a lot  more  done,  you 
RrjQw,  for  your  buck,  if  you  had  open  forums.  I understand 
that  you  had  •-  you  had  Open  Houses  the  last  couple  of 
weeks,  but  you  have  to  be  somewhat  intelligent  to  go  to  an 
Open  House  and  start  the  conversation  going,  and  you'll 
find  that  most  people  don’t  know  enough  about  the  Plan, 
because  it's  so  massive  it  scares  them  away. 

What  I think  would  be  beneficial,  would  be  a 
presentation  by  you  guys,  what  you  really  think  each  of 
these  Alternatives  would  do  to  you,  or  would  not  do  to 
you,  to  allow  the  people  in  the  audience  to  understand 
what  they  mean  and  then  have  them  comment  back  and  get 
some  cross  discussions  going. 

This  --  this  could  be  done  on  a tape  player  without 
you  guys  here,  and  I think  it  would  be  probably  just  as 
beneficial.  Having  you  here  and  not  being  able  to  speak 
frustrates  them  and  me,  because  you  say,  "Thank  you, 
next."  And  it  really  doesn't  get  anything  done. 

ve,  at  Santa  Fe,  support  an  extension  on  the  RMP.  I 
think  it's  necessary,  especially  the  way  you've  gone  about 
presenting  the  RMP.  I think  you're  going  to  have  to  give 
more  time.  So  we  support  that  and  would  be  willing  to 
work  with  you  guys  on  it.  But  I really  don't  think  things 
like  this  are  very  helpful.  In  fact  I think  it  gets 
people  more  mad.  “Thanks. 


29-29  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 
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THE  HEJU^ING  OFFICER:  Than)c  you,  sir. 

Is  there  anyone  else  that  would  care  to  make  a statement 
for  the  record? 

MRS.  LISA  DOYAL;  I do  have  a 
question,  are  we  going  to  start  the  questioning  part  or 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  No,  not  as  part 

of  the  record.  Mrs.  Dcyal. 

MRS.  LISA  DOYAL:  Okay. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Sir? 

MR.  LOUIS  DERRICK:  I drove  40  miles, 

I might  as  well  put  my  nickel's  worth  in  again. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Give  your  name 
and  who  you  represent , 

MR.  LOUIS  DERRICK:  My  name  is  Louis 

Derrick.  I'm  from  Artesia,  Vice  Chairman  of  the  New  Mexico 
State  Cattle  Growers  Association,  Federal  Lands  and 
Private  Lands  Comittee. 

The  more  I read  this  R.MP.  and  I looked  at  it  again 
when  I got  home  last  night,  and  I guess  I'm  dazed  and 
confused  over  a certain  species  of  a lizard  out  there  in 
the  sand  country.  You  have  to  have  the  blowouts  for  this 
lizard  to  survive  in  the  Chinook  country  as  I understand 
it,  but  then  when  a rancher  improves  his  land,  or  if  the 
ELM  and  the  rancher  work  together  to  improve  the  land  out 
there  on  the  grasses,  the  desired  plant  community . I 
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guess,  we'll  call  it  now,  we  go  through  this  process  and 
the  rancher  is  punished  for  improving  his  range  land 
because  of  a species  of  animal  that  is  supposed  to  have 
blowouts . 

The  Oil  field  is  going  to  be  punished  for  building  a 
road  in  a certain  area  where  the  lizard  is.  the  Sagebrush 
Lizard,  And  whenever  they  build  a road,  they  call  it  a 
blowout  where  this  lizard  lives,  and  this  is  a very 
confusing  haLbitat  for  the  rancher  and  the  oil  field  people 
to  deal  with. 

We  go  through  this  process  and  I'll  guarantee  you  if 
you  want  more  habitat  for  your  lizards,  you  let  me  run 
about  5,000  head  more  cows  out  there  and  we'll  provide 
some  habitat  and  blowout  for  this  lizard.  Anyway  it's 
very  confusing. 

You  go  through  your  desired  plant  community  on  your 
species  and  then  you’re  punished  for  doing  what  you're 
supposed  to  do  I would  like  to  go  in  a little  bit  on 
off-road  vehicle  use.  that  is  in  the  RMP.  I have  this  RIS 
24-77,  and  coming  down  from  Mr.  Babbitt,  on  him  wanting  to 
put  quiet  title  on  all  roads  that's  not  being  contained  by 
the  County  Government  or  County  Commission. 

And  I see  where  you  want  to  shut  down  roads,  in  this 
RMP,  in  which  shutting  down  some  roads  is  not  bad.  because 
you've  got  three  roads  going  in  to  one  spot,  and  they  are 


29-30  Identification  of  suitable  and  occupied  habitat  of 
the  sand  dune  lizard  in  the  Mescalero  Sands 
ecosystem  is  being  conducted  through  studies  jointly 
funded  by  the  BLM,  NM  Department  of  Game  and 
Fish  and  NM  Oil  and  Gas  Association.  When  range 
improvement  projects  and  oil  and  gas  developments 
are  proposed  on  public  lands,  an  interdisciplinary 
review  of  the  proposed  activity  is  conducted.  This 
review  often  includes  the  proponent  or  affected  party. 
Important  areas  are  identified  as  buffer  zones  and 
made  part  of  the  proposed  activity.  Protection  of 
habitat  is  being  done  through  this  process  which 
serves  to  share  information  about  special  status 
species  and  it's  habitat  requirements;  likewise,  the 
BLM  is  made  aware  of  certain  constraints  an  allottee 
or  oil  and  gas  company  may  have.  As  far  as  a road 
being  called  a blowout,  it  has  been  suggested  that 
movement  by  lizards  between  untreated  shinnery  oak 
areas  (no  herbicide  application  in  buffer  zones)  is 
enhanced  by  trails  that  crisscross  the  area  resulting 
from  geoseismic  exploration  activities  and  range 
improvements  (pipelines,  fencelines,  access  routes). 
Also,  refer  to  responses  27-4,  54-2,  78-3,  and  84-5. 


29-31  The  intent  of  the  RS  2477  regulations  is  to 
recognize  all  legitimate,  existing  roads  that  were 
constructed  prior  to  October  21,  1976.  Please  be 
aware  that  not  every  road  on  public  lands  qualifies  as 
an  RS  2477  right-of-way.  As  for  quiet  title.  Statue  28 
use  2409a,  allows  those  who  have  been  put  on 
notice,  that  the  United  States  has  a claim  adverse  to 
their  property,  to  file  a law  suit  to  quiet-title  within  12 
years  of  the  date  of  the  affected  party  discovers  the 
adverse  federal  claim.  Quiet  title  law  suits  are  NOT 
initiated  by  the  Interior  Department. 
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100  yards  apart  out  here  in  ch«  oil  field  country.  But  I 
see  some  off-road  vehicle  use  being  cut  off  The  people 
that  may  want  to  go  up  and  down  the  river,  you’re  saying 
you're  protecting  riparin  habitat,  but  X don't  see  how  you 
can  protect  riparin  habitat  with  all  the  Salt  Cedars  up 
and  down  the  Pecos  River.  I think  that  needs  to  be  dealt 
with  first. 

The  only  thing  that  bothers  me  on  this  R«p,  on  the 
off-roads,  is  Mr.  Babbitt's  Plan  does  not  say  anything  on 
the  access  for  ranchers  to  go  to  their  windmills  and 
corrals  And  I'm  afraid  if  we  might  put  this  in  our  local 
RMP.  we  could  be  denied  access  on  the  roads  on  federal 
land . 

And  there  was  a coiment  made  that  a lot  of  these 
roads  out  here,  on  this  Federal  land,  is  paid  by 
taxpayers,  well,  maybe  on  the  County  roads,  but  the  oil 
field  and  the  ranching  industry  upkeeps  the  rest  of  the 
roads  out  here  with  their  own  money  and  e.xpenses,  it’s  not 
the  taxpayer,  and  they  get  to  enjoy  driving  up  and  down 
them,  and  I want  to  put  that  on  public  record  and  put  it 
straight.  But  I just  --  when  the  Government  goes  to 
filing  quiet  titles  on  this  land,  or  on  the  roads  that's 
going  through,  I can  --  I can't  see  it  up  front,  but  I can 
look  behind  the  scenes  and  where  it's  going  to  deny  a lot 
more  access  out  here  on  this  federal  land. 


29-32  Restrictions  on  off-highway  vehicle  travel 
proposed  in  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS  pertain  to 
indiscriminate  use  of  OHVs  by  recreationists  and 
others.  The  BLM  will  work  with  grazing  permittees 
and  others  whose  activities  are  authorized  by  permits 
or  leases  to  ensure  that  vehicle  access  exists  to 
maintain  range  improvements,  to  conduct  ranching 
operations,  and  to  conduct  other  authorized  activities. 


is 

1 It's  not  public  land,  it's  Federal  land,  because  if 

2 I'd  have  to  go  to  Court  with  the  Federal  Government,  it's 

3 Louis  Derrick  versus  the  Federal  Government,  or  Federal 

a land  issue  and  not  Louis  Derrick  versus  the  public  land 

5 users,  so  the  public  land  and  the  Federal  land  is  a whole 

6 different  issue  and  it  is  Federal  land,  it's  not  the 

7 public’s,  because  they  are  dictating  to  the  public  what 

8 they  want  to  do  with  it. 

9 And  I tha.nk  you  for  your  time. 

10  (Applause  from  the  audience) . 

11  THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  'TharJc  you,  sir. 

12  Sir,  will  you  come  to  the  podiam  and  give  us  your  name  and 

13  who  you  represent. 

14  MR.  JACK  BLACK:  I didn't  come  with 

15  any  intention  of  speaking,  but  I thank  you  for  the  chance 

IS  to  do  so.  My  name  is  Jack  Black,  and  1 a,m  a Senior 

17  Citizen  Volunteer,  representing  a viewpoint  from  the 

18  general  public.  Most  of  my  work  is  done  with  AARP  and 

19  those  kinds  of  groups.  1984  I retired  from  Public  School 

20  work,  I had  been  in  the  business  for  30  years. 

21  My  background  is  this,  that  I obtained  a Bachelor  of 

22  Science  Degree  and  qualified  to  teach  Vocational 

23  Agriculture  a nu,*nber  of  years  ago,  taught  for  seven  years, 

24  did  the  work  required  to  get  the  Master's  Degree,  with 

25  Majors  in  Agronomy  and  Animal  Sciences  and  doing  research 
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work  on  the  Ogallala  up  on  the  High  Plains.  Lazbuddie, 

TeJtas . That's  north  of  Muleshoe.  east  of  Clovis.  So  when 
I retired  I had  an  interest  in  atte/npcing  to  do  something 
toward  helping  in  the  improvement  of  the  environment. 

I wasn't  particularly  interested  in  the  spotted  owl 
approach,  but  I chose,  as  my  main  item  of  interest,  water 
.management,  and  all  of  its  aspects,  but  primarily  from  a 
dririXing  water  standpoint.  So  that's  kind  of  my 
background  and  why  I'm  here  and  why  I'm  interested  and 
over  the  last  ten  years  some  of  you  have  heard  me  talk, 

I've  held  numerous  .meetings  throughout  the  County  and  have 
attended  the  Water  Conferences  and  those  kind  of  things  to 
try  to  become  informed  on  what  was  going  on,  and  when  I 
first  started  out  I began  to  go  to  the  different  agencies 
and  say,  "Okay.  What  can  be  done  with  this  agency  --or 
that  agency,  and  I discovered  that  no  one  really  had 
enough  of  a program  to  justify  my  spending  a great  deal  of 
time.  The  Soil  Conservation  had  something,  Extension 
Service  had  something,  someone  else  had  a little  something 
else  and  Minerals  and  their  Department,  at  State  level, 
but  what  I discovered  was,  was  that  a lot  of  work  had  been 
done  and  copied  in  to  books  like  this,  but  they  were 
stacked  on  the  shelves  somewhere,  or  in  the  basement. 

They  spent  a lot  of  money  and  a lot  of  time,  but 
nothing  was  ever  dene.  So  pursuing  that  a little  further 


38 

and  working  with  Southeast  Economic  Department  and  others 
in  the  area,  to  try  to  promote  regional  planning,  and  then 
the  State  Engineer  comes  along  and  he's  got  a plan. 

So  working  along  those  lines.  I have  met  with  a lot 
of  different  people  and  my  background  being  in 
Agricultural  Education,  where  theoretically  I'm  supposed 
to  be  able  to  calk  to  people,  be  able  to  interpret  a 
little  bit  about  what's  going  on  and  what  their  chinking 
IS  . 

'The  thing  that  I would  like  to  point  out  here  today, 
and  doing  a bit  of  an  analysis  of  what  has  gene  on,  just 
impromptu,  without  very  much  thought,  just  shoot  from  the 
hip.  and  these  are  views  that  were  maybe  not  very  good 
ideas,  but  I did  see,  in  existence,  the  lack  of  a clear 
cut  statement  as  to  the  motives  and  the  primary  aim  of  BLM 
and  getting  the  message  across  to  the  people  chat  you're 
working  with,  pointing  out  clearly  what  you're  trying  to 
accomplish  and  why  it's  necessary  to  do  the  things  that 
you ' re  doing . 

There  is  mistrust  here  because  the  people  here,  their 
primary  goal  is  to  try  to  make  a living,  and  they  are 
working  pretty  hard  at  it,  and  they  feel  that  their 
opportunity  to  do  this  is  being  threatened  by  a 
Governmental  Agency.  So  my  contribution  would  be  simply 
this.  Try  to  take  a more  positive  approach.  I heard  it 
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1 

39 

mencioned  here  that  the  approach  being  taken  ia 

3 

interpreted  to  be  negative  in  nature,  just  trying  to  come 

3 

up  with  a few  more  Regulations  and  a few  more  controls 

A 

So  I think  you  need  to  reach  some  corrmon  ground  and 

5 

identify  some  things  chat  all  of  you  can  agree  to. 

6 

And  I really  do  chink  that  BLM  has  an  obligation  to 

7 

do  a little  better  job  of  comraunicating  with  the  people 

e 

what  your  objectives  are,  what  your  goals  are,  and  chat 

9 

your  motives  are  not  ulterior  in  nature.  Thank  you. 

10 

THE  HEAP.ING  OFFICER;  Thank  you. 

11 

(Applause  from  the  audience) . 

12 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Ma'am? 

13 

M?.S  LISA  CX)YAL : I do  have  a comnent 

14 

and  questions  will  cone  later. 

IS 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Step  CO  the 

16 

podium  and  state  your  name. 

17 

MRS.  LISA  DOYAL;  Lisa  Doyal . I never 

18 

thought  I would  be  standing  up  here  and  saying  this,  but 

19 

•-  because  I know  Mr.  Black,  and  I respect  him  and 

20 

everything,  but  I have  ••  on  this  point  I agree  with  him 

21 

on  the  fact  chat  it  has  been  my  experience  chat  the 

22 

Government  Agencies  are  forced  to  L'r^lement  plans  chat  are 

23 

not  necessarily  brought  about  by  the  people  in  the  local 

24 

agencies . 

25 

And  through  all  of  these  comnenc  periods  and  all  of 

40 

1 

these  books  chat  we've  gone  through  and  commenced  on  and 

2 

everything  has  been  administratively  dismissed, 

3 

administratively  dismissed.  I was  listening  to  C-Span  the 

4 

other  day,  and  a gentleman  got  up  there  and  was  speaking 

5 

before  a Senate  Committee  * * or  a House  Committee,  and  one 

6 

of  the  things  that  he  said,  was  that  he  had  been  appointed 

7 

Co  the  Task  Force  to  develop  these  exact  type  of  plans. 

8 

He  was  not  a Government  employee,  he  did  not  have  an 

9 

objective  opinion  in  the  first  place.  He  was  not  doing 

10 

scientific  research.  He  was  a political  appointee  to  that 

11 

job,  and  he  said  he  was  one  of  the  ones  that  wrote  all  of 

12 

this  stuff . 

13 

And  every  time  that  I've  come  to  one  of  these 

14 

meetings  and  asked  the  3LM  questions  about  things,  all 

15 

they  can  do  is  go  back  to  what  is  told  to  them  from  up 

16 

above.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  what  we  come  in  here  and 

17 

say,  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  whether  this  works  or  not 

18 

for  the  people  that  live  here,  the  people  that  depend  on 

19 

this,  and  these  businesses,  it  all  has  to  do  with  what 

20 

they  are  told  they  have  to  do,  from  up  above. 

21 

And  those  things  are  set  down  as  policy  from  people 

22 

who  are  not  even  part  of  the  agency.  I think  we  have  a 

23 

lot  of  people  chat  have,  since  that  became  the  policy. 

24 

have  joined  the  agency  so  that  they  would  have  a little 

25 

bit  even  --  you  know,  even  better  chance  of  adding  their 
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ideas  in  to  vhac  is  going  on.  but  it's  no  longer 
scientific  in  anything  that  you're  doing,  your  conr>ents  •* 
all  the  corrments  we  make,  it  doesn’t  matter,  it's 
depending  on  what  the  political  agenda  is  at  the  time. 

And  as  long  as  they  have  enough  people  working  within  the 
agency  to  promote  the  agenda  from  up  above,  even  if  those 
people  don't  even  agree,  they  can  keep  their  30b  and  get 
promoted. 

So  I don't  like  the  idea  that  ve  have  to  waste  all  of 
our  time  coming  in  and  making  all  these  comments,  when  all 
that  they  are  doing  is  gathering  --  all  this  agency  is 
doing  right  now  is  gathering  this  statistical  information, 
gathering  from  the  people  information,  sending  it  up  to 
these  political  appointees  and  then  they  are  telling  -- 
they  are  writing  back  and  telling  you  what  you're  going  to 
do.  And  it's  being  forced  on  us  in  all  cases,  and  I think 
that  IS  what  the  frustration  is  among  the  people. 

So  I would  like  to  know  exactly  who  wrote  this 
particular  book,  and  you  can  answer  that  question  later. 
Thank  you. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Thartk  you.  Is 
there  anyone  else  in  the  room  that  would  care  to  make 
additional  statements? 

(Short  pause) . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  I see  none  and 


42 

hear  none.  It's  approximately  2:30,  we'll  take  a 30 
minute  recess. 

(Recess  taken  at  approximately 

2.30  P.M. ) 

(Hearing  reconvened  at  approximately 

3:40  P.M.  ) 

'THE  HEAR.ING  OFFICER;  Ladies  and 
Gentlemen,  we  will  reconvene  our  Hearing  I still  have  no 
more  registered  speakers  at  this  time.  Is  there  anyone 
else  in  the  room  that  would  care  to  make  a state.ment? 
Before  you  raise  your  hand,  let  me,  in  talking  with  Dave 
Stout.  RJ^P/EIS  Team  Leader,  he's  agreed,  or  will  call  a 
recess  and  Chen  convert  the  meeting  in  to  an  Open  House 
type  session,  and  that  would  go  in  to  a question  and 
answer,  and  discuss  any  questions  chat  you  have  about  the 
PJ<P  with  the  Team  Leader.  And  1 ask  you  again,  is  there 
anyone  else  that  would  like  to  make  a statement? 

(No  response)  . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  I see  none  and 
hear  none,  and  this  Hearing  will  be  in  recess  until 
5:00  P.M.  this  evening, 

(Short  recess  taken  at  approximately 

4:00  o'  clock) . 

(Hearing  reconvened  at  approximately 

5:00  P.M. ) 
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THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Ladiei  and 

Gentlemen,  this  Hearing  will  be  reopened.  It*»  almost 
5:00  O'clock  and  we  have  two  registered  speakers  with  us. 
We'll  go  ahead,  and  the  next  registered  speaker  is  Jessie 
Rayroux.  Jessie,  if  you  would,  just  go  to  the  podium 
there  and  give  us  your  name  and  who  you  represent. 

MR.  JESSIE  F.  RAYROUX;  Well  my  name 
is  Jessie  F.  Rayroux,  I'm  representing  myself  on  this.  I 
presume  that  --  I didn't  know  for  sure  what  comments  you 
all  wanted.  Just  on  this  Roswell  BIS  or  is  it  -- 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  YeS,  just  -- 

MR.  JESSIE  F.  RAYROUX:  Or  the 

Carlsbad  SIS? 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  The  Resource 

Management  Plan  regarding  Roswell  and  Amendment  for 
Carlsbad . 

MR.  JESSIE  RAYROUX:  Okay.  Hell,  the 

cofments  that  I have  are  mostly  on  the  oil  and  gas 
industry  anyway.  So  this  pertains  to  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  here. 

The  first  one  I have  is  on  the  S.  45.  1-8  and  A.P. 

154  of  this  Roswell  Resource  Plan  here.  It  has  to  do  with 
Geophysical  lines  The  way  I got  this  written  out  here, 
is  I feel  like  that  the  Geophysical  lines  should  be 
blocked  off  after  they  are  completed,  so  as  not  to  become 


29-33  Refer  to  response  66-1 . 
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established  roads  or  trails.  These  should  be  monitored  to 
keep  the  traffic  from  using  until  vegetation  grows  back  so 
they  are  not  visible. 

The  next  one  is  on  --  or  it's  not  in  the  BIS.  I'd 
like  for  this  to  be  added  in  somewheres  in  that  EIS.  Oil 
and  gas  plugged  and  abandoned  wells,  and  surrounding 
areas,  including  access  roads,  is  the  heading  on  that  one. 
These  need  to  be  ripped  up  and  not  graded  smooth,  left 
rough,  reseeded,  blocked  off  to  keep  vehicles  out.  If 
necessary  to  keep  vehicles  from  using,  fences  may  have  to 
be  constructed.  All  oil  and  gas  wells,  pipelines,  access 
roads,  should  be  checked  at  least  two  times  during  the 
summer  months  for  noxious  weeds,  such  as  Goldenroad. 
African  Rue.  Thistles,  Burrs.  Thread  Leave  Groundsl,  Salt 
Cedar  and  others.  These  should  be  cut  or  destroyed  before 
they  make  seed  and  spread.  Now  that  is  on  that  part  now  - 
- now  on  the  --  I have  some  comments  on  the  off-highway 
vehicle  use.  Page  3-13  and  Page  3-14. 

I think  that  this  should  be  changed  to  read  that  all 
of  the  Resource  area  will  be  limited  to  designated  roads 
and  two  track  trails,  except  the  areas  that  need  to  be 
closed  such  as  S.M.A.'s.  There  is  a number  of  roads  that 
need  to  be  closed  as  --  such  as  two  going  to  the  same 
place.  These  need  to  be  ripped  up.  reseeded  and  blocked 
off. 


29-34  The  rehabilitation  of  disturbed  sites  is 
addressed  by  the  Roswell  District  Conditions  of 
Approval  in  Appendix  4 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS. 
As  a standard  practice,  we  apply  requirements  for  the 
restoration  of  public  lands  disturbed  during  the  course 
of  another  activity.  For  example,  some  of  your 
concerns  are  addressed  in  Appendix  4,  items  4,  12, 
13,  14,  35,  79  and  88.  Also,  refer  to  response  66-2. 


29-35  The  land  use  plan  amendment  process  we  are 
conducting  addresses  only  oil  and  gas  management, 
and  does  not  cover  off-highway  vehicles.  Changes 
relating  to  off-highway  vehicle  designations  and  use 
would  be  covered  in  a resource  management  plan 
revision  or  another  amendment.  There  are  no  plans 
at  this  time  to  initiate  a revision  or  an  amendment. 
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45 

On  Page  3*13,  the  last  sentence  should  be  changed  to 

2 

read,  *Wo  off*highway  vehicle  use  will  be  permitted  on 

3 

public  lands  and  the  Resource  Area.  All  lands  will  be 

35 

4 

designated  limited  to  designated  roads  and  two  trade 

5 

trails,  except  special  areas  sec  aside  for  off-highway 

6 

vehicle  use . ■ 

7 

Now  Number  27,  Page  3-17  will  need  to  be  changed. 

8 

Then  1 have  a special  stipulation  chat  I thinh  needs  to  be 

9 

inserted  in  there.  It's  a special  stipulation  that  needs 

10 

to  be  inserted,  that  during  all  hunting  seasons  no  off* 

36 

11 

road  vehicle  use  will  be  permitted,  especially  no  hunting 

12 

from  vehicles,  to  coincide  with  the  State  Game 

13 

Department's  Proclamation.  They  have  this  in  their 

14 

Proclamation  and  I chinlc  there  should  be  something  on  the 

15 

BLM  part  to  coincide  with  that  Proclamation. 

16 

Then  I have  one  other,  it's  on  *-  about  road  access, 

17 

on  Page  A.P.  4-7,  I'll  have  to  find  that  in  here. 

18 

(Short  pause)  . 

19 

MR.  JESS  IS  P.  RAYROUX:  It'S  Appendix 

37 

20 

N-umber  4 --  Number  34,  Public  Access  --  this  is  not  in  the 

21 

Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan,  but  I would  IDce  it  to 

22 

be  added  in  to  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan. 

23 

Public  access,  along  --  let's  see.  I may  have  to  go  back 

24 

on  this  other  page.  (Pause).  But  that's  a **  1 didn't 

25 

write  this  down  on  my  paper,  but  anyvay  the  public  access 

29-36  Hunters  should  adhere  to  the  State  Game  and 
Fish  regulations,  which  prohibit  off-road  travel.  BLM 
law  enforcement  officers  can  encourage  hunters  to 
follow  those  regulations,  and  will,  of  course,  enforce 
the  BLM's  off-highway  vehicle  use  regulations. 


29-37  Roswell  District  Condition  of  Approval  number 
34  (public  access)  has  been  in  use  in  both  the 
Carlsbad  and  Roswell  resource  areas,  and  would 
continue  to  be  used,  when  appropriate. 
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along  chese  roads  will  not  be  restricted  by  the  holder 
without  specific  written  approval  being  granted  by  the 
authorized  officer  Gate  or  cattleg'jards.  on  public 
lands,  will  not  be  locked  or  closed  to  public  use  unless 
closure  is  specifically  determined  to  be  necessary  and  is 
authorized  in  writing  by  the  authorized  officer. 

Now  I have  a problem  out  there  at  my  --  there  on  my 
place  about  --  about  a locked  gate  that  went  in  to  some 
wells,  and  we  got  that  corrected,  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
if  this  was  inserted  in  to  the  Regulations,  that  then  the 
authorized  officer  could  authorize  these  gates  to  be 
locked.  And  that's  all  the  convr.ents  that  I have.  Do  you 
need  this  paper? 

TNE  HEARING  OFFICER : Yes,  if  you  want 

to  give  that  to  the  Reporter,  yes 

MR.  JBSSIE  P.  RAYROUX:  Thank  you. 

THS  HEARING  OFFICER;  Our  next 
registered  speaker  is  Walter  Dueedse. 

MR.  WALTER  DCEEDSE;  Pueedse. 

THE  HE.ARING  OFFICER:  Oueedse  . 

MR.  WALTER  DITEEDSE;  It'S  a good  New 
Mexican  name.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  address 
the  members  of  this  Hearing  today.  My  name  is  Walter 
Dueedse,  I work  for  Marathon  Oil  Company  in  Midland. 

Texas.  With  regard  to  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  and 


29-38  The  BLM  Authorized  Officer  has  the  authority 
to  control  access  when  necessary  to  protect  the  public 
or  public  land  resources. 
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Carl6bad  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Marathon  Oil  Cor^any 
is  very  concerned  about  the  implication  of  the  combined 
Rosvell  and  Carlsbad  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Southeastern  New 
Mexico. 

Consistent  with  our  Federal  Government’s  national 
initiative  to  make  our  agencies  less  bureaucratic,  more 
efficient,  more  streamlined  and  responsive  to  constituent 
needs,  we  strongly  encourage  the  BLM  to.  one,  resist 
issuing  any  guidelines  chat  place  additional  restrictions 
on  the  use  of  public  lands. 

Two.  issue  RMP's  that  acknowledge  oil  and  gas 
leasing,  seismic  exploration  and  production  operations, 
do  not  threaten  all  sensitive  lands,  nor  do  they  presume 
availability  for  oil  and  gas  development.  Closing  large 
tracts  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  placing  restrictive 
surface  use  and  occupancy  requirements  on  exploration  and 
productions  operations,  and  withdrawing  thousands  of 
additional  acres  for  potential  use  as  salable  materials, 
severely  inhibit  the  industry's  ability  to  effectively 
develop  our  country's  energy  resources  and  meet  growing 
energy  needs. 

Claims  that  the  BLM  should  employ  its  discretionary 
authority  to  place  all  environmentally  insensitive  lands 


29-39  Comment  noted. 


29-40  The  fact  that  96  percent  of  the  BLM- 
administered  public  land  in  the  Roswell  District  is 
proposed  to  remain  open  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
acknowledgement  of  the  importance  of  the  industry 
and  the  BLM's  support  for  the  industry.  We  are  not 
proposing  the  closure  of  large  tracts  of  BLM- 
administered  lands  to  oil  and  gas  development.  Those 
lands  that  are  proposed  for  closure  are  generally 
relatively  small  and  are  scattered  throughout  the 
resource  areas.  Many  are  in  areas  of  low  or  moderate 
hydrocarbon  potential.  In  most  cases,  oil  and  gas 
development  is  compatible  with  other  uses  of  the 
public  lands. 

29-41  Comment  noted. 


4S 

oft-limics  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  ignore 
the  successful  efforts  of  prudent  operators  to  conduct 
operations  in  an  environmentally  compatible  manner  and 
they  are  not  justified. 

And  three,  recognize  chat  current  and  new 
technologies  and  mitigative  measures  can  be  employed  that 
will  perm.it  oil  and  gas  development  without  compromising 
ocher  resource  values.  Oil  companies  ought  to  be  provided 
with  Che  opportunity  to  demonstrate  technological 
solutions  when  conflicts  arise  between  surface  and  energy 
resources . 

Marathon  Oil  Company  recognizes  the  need  for  the 
protection  of  natural  resources.  The  BLM's  objective, 
with  the  combined  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  RMP's,  however, 
should  be  environmentally  responsible,  compatible  to 
multiple  uses,  including  development  of  oil  and  gas  and 
other  mineral  resources,  livestock  grazing,  recreational 
use  and  ocher  productive  uses,  without  unwarranted 
restriction  or  unsound  regulation.  This  will  require  a 
balanced  approach,  not  merely  placement  of  new  additive 
land  use  restrictions. 

Due  to  the  depth  and  complexity  of  the  RMP,  Marathon 
requests  an  extension  of  the  30  day  comment  period.  All 
affected  public  land  users  require  ample  opportunity  to 
fully  review  and  discuss  the  Plan's  intent  and  effects  on 


29-42  Comment  noted.  Also,  refer  to  responses  133- 
1 and  156-19. 


29-43  Comment  noted.  Also,  refer  to  response  39-1 . 


29-44  Refer  to  responses  44.1  and  50-1. 
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Che  multiple  resource  users. 

Marathon  Oil  Cocnpan/  is  preparing  vritcen  coments. 
•rfhich  will  be  more  detailed  and  substantive  in  nature  to 
be  submitted  to  the  BLM  prior  to  Che  March  1st.  1995 
coT!TT.end  deadline  period. 

I thanX  you  for  the  opportunity  to  address  you  and 
your  consideration  of  our  comments  and  observations. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  ThanX  you. 

Anyone  else  in  the  room  chat  would  care  to  r^ke  any 
statenents  for  the  record? 

(No  response) . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  I see  none  and 
hear  none.  This  Hearing  will  be  recessed  until  7:00  P.M. 
this  evening. 

(Recess  taken  at  approximately 

5:15  P.M.) 

(Hearing  reconvened  at  apprcxijr-acely 

7:00  P.M. ) 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  Ladies  and 

Gentlemen,  this  Hearing  will  reconvene.  I'm  Bob  Armstrong 
with  the  New  Mexico  Bureau  of  Land  Manage^nent  and  I'll  be 
your  Hearing  Officer  this  evening.  Notice  of  this  Hearing 
appeared  in  the  Federal  Register  on  November  1st,  1994,  on 
Pages  54625  through  54627.  The  purpose  of  this  Hearing  is 
to  receive  oral  and  written  public  ccmnencs  on  the  Draft 


SO 

Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmencal  Impact 
Statement  and  the  Draft  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment/BnvirorjT'.encal  Impact  Statement. 

Both  Drafts  have  been  combined  in  to  one  document. 
Written  comments  on  the  Draft  Roswell  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the  Draft  Carlsbad 
Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment/Environmencal  Impact 
Statement  will  be  accepted  through  March  i,  1995.  The 
M^rch  1,  1995  date  reflects  an  extension  of  the  original 
corment  period.  Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  Dave 
Stout,  and  I'll  spell  that.  S-t-o-u-c.  RMP/EIS  Team 
Leader,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Roswell  District 
Office,  1717  West  Second  Street.  Roswell,  New  Mexico, 
88201-2019  . 

At  this  time  we  have  no  registered  speakers.  Anyone 
in  the  audience  that  would  care  to  make  a statement? 

(No  response) . 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER:  I see  none  and 

hear  none,  and  in  this  case  what  we  plan  to  do  is  we'll 
hold  the  record  open  for  an  hour  in  case  there  is  any  late 
arrivals.  We'll  keep  the  Hearing  open  and  people  can  be 
allowed  to  come  in  and  register  and  speak  as  they  show  up. 
In  the  process  *•  less  formal  process,  we'll  just  wait 
here  until  then  and  see  if  anyone  else  shows  up  here  very 
soon . 
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(Short  recess  taken  at  approximately 
7:05  P.M.) 

(The  Hearing  was  left  open  by  the 
Hearing  Of  f icer)  . 

(At  approximately  9.00  o'clock  P.M.) 
THE  HEAPING  OFFICER:  Ladies  and 

Gentlemen,  this  Hearing  is  still  open.  We  have  no  one 
registered  to  speak  and  there  is  no  one  here  to  speak. 

This  Hearing  is  adjourned. 

(Hearing  adjourned  at  approximately 
9:00  P.M. } 

(Any  documents  handed  to  the  Court 
Reporter  during  this  Hearing  are 
attached  under  separate  cover) . 
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STATE  OF  NEW  MEXICO  ) 

) 59  . 

COUNTY  OF  gPDY  ) 

1,  Clarence  C.  Blair,  do  hereby  certify  that  1 
am  a Registered  Professional  Reporter,  holding  CSR  License 
No.  40,  State  of  New  Mexico,  and  that  I did  report  the 
foregoing  Hearing  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  in 
Stenographic  Shorthand,  and  did  later  persinally,  or 
under  my  direction,  transcribe  my  notes  into  this 
typewritten  material,  and  that  the  foregoing  transcript 
is  a true,  complete  and  accurate  transcription  of  the  said 
Hearing,  to  the  best  of  my  ability. 

I further  certify  that  I am  not  related  to 
any  of  the  parties  in  this  matter,  and  have  no  interest 
whatsoever  in  the  outcome  of  this  matter. 

I further  certify  that  this  Hearing  was 
conducted  by  the  Hearing  Officer.  Mr.  Bob  Armstrong,  BLM. 
Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico. 

DONE  this  19^day  of  January.  1995. 


CSR  MO 

2103  NEW  MEXICO  DRIVE 
ROSWELL.  NEW  MEXICO  88201 
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940991 

F.C  Manning 
Tangle  Crces  Ranch 
Route  10.  Box  185 
Glenwoc/1.  Ne^-  Mcxkxj  88039 

>£06'  619  r~10  HcadQu«run  1 

'606t  619  r ) lUtKh  CfTa  1 

>606)  e«9t?.r  PKiiAik  ' 

• j i 

V.  P.  JT  • N M. 

January  20.  1995 

David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rosweli  District  Office 
171?  West  2nd  Street 
RosweD,  New  Mexico  SX201 

Rti'crcncc:  BLM  Grazing  Allocmcoi  62077 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  Bureau  of  Land  Management  letter  #1614  (6630)  that  I 
received  from  T.R.  Kncagcr.  Area  Manager.  Your  name  v^-as  reference  in  this  letter 
to  contact  with  any  coocems. 

I have  researched  through  the  GuadaJupe  County  Assessor's  OfTic*  and  found  that 
BLM  Grazing  Allotmeni  #62077  includes  the  legal  land  descriplioo  rtferencad  in 
BLM  letter  #1614  (66S0)  as  well  as  the  roQowing  additional  tracts  of  land: 

T.  6 N..  R.  22  E.,  N M.P.M.  (Guadalupe  County) 
Section  S:  NEIMNEl/4 
Scrtion  5:  KEl/4hTWl;4 

T.  7 N.,  R.  22  E-,  N.M.P.M.  (Guadalupe  County) 
Section  33:  SWl/4 

Therefore  the  correct  legal  land  description  of  BLM  Grazing  ADounent  #62077 
should  be  as  follows: 

T 6 N..  R 22  E.  N.M  P M (Guadalupe  County) 

Section  4.  Lot 
Section  4:  Lot  2 

Section  4 

Lot  3 

Section  4 

Ul  4 

Section  4 

SE1/4NE1/4 

Section  5 

NE1/4NEI/4 

Section  5 

NEl/4M4’l/4 

Section  8 

S1/2NW1/4 

Section  3 

NE1/4SW1/4 

Section  t: 

NE1/4SE1/4 

Section  9: 

Sl/2hTWlM 

Section  9: 

NW1/4SW1/4 

T 7 N.,  R.  22  E.,  N M P.M  (Guadalupe  County) 

Section  2t 

SE1/4SW1/4 

Section  29 

NW1/4SWI/4 

Section  33 

SWI/4 

Section  33 

E1/2E1/2 

Section  34 

W1/2NW1/4 

Section  34 

SWl/4 

Please  mAkg  this  correction  to  your  files.  Again,  I would  like  to  reiterate  my 

interest  lo  purchasing 

the  above  referenced  land  from  the  Bureau 

of  Land 

Management  If  you  have  any  further  (Questions,  please  do  not  beatate 

to  contact 

my  ofl3ce. 

Sincerely, 

1^  C \\V 

R.C.  Manning 

30-1  The  legal  land  description  stated  in  your  letter  for 
Section  5,  T.  6 N.,  R.  22  E.,  is  incorrect.  The  legal 
land  description  for  Section  33,  T.  7 N.,  R.  22  E.,  is 
correct. 

A review  of  the  Master  Title  Plats  indicates  the  correct 
legal  description  for  the  additional  acreage  should  read 
as  follows: 

Guadalupe  County 

T6N,  R22E,  N.M.P.M.,  Section  5:  Lot  1;  41.33  acres; 
Lot  3;  41 .69  acres 

T7N,  R22E,  Section  33:  SW1/4;  160.00  acres 

We  have  added  the  following  parcels  of  public  land  In 
Guadalupe  County  within  Allotment  No.  62077  to  the 
list  of  lands  that  may  be  suitable  for  consideration  for 
disposal. 

T6N,  R22E,  Section  4:  Lot  1;  41.31  acres; 

Lot  2;  41 .29  acres; 

Lot  3;  41 .27  acres; 

Lot  4;  41.25  acres; 

SE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T6N,  R22E,  Section  5:  Lot  1;  41.33  acres; 

Lot  3;  41.69  acres 

T6N,  R22E,  Section  8:  S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 
NE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NE1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T6N,  R22E,  Section  9:  S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 
NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T7N,  R22E,  Section  28:  SE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T7N,  R22E,  Section  29:  NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T7N,  R22E,  Section  33:  E1/2E1/2;  160.00  acres; 
SW1/4;  160.00  acres 

T7N,  R22E,  Section  34:  W1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SW1/4;  160.00  acres 
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940997 


Mr.  D»vid  Stout 
R.MP/E2S  Tt4m  Lttdtr 
BU(-Ro«w»U  District  Offlc* 

1717  w.  2nd  Str««t 
Pcswell,  NV.  88201 

D«ar  Mr.  Stout, 

This  Isttsr  is  for  ths  purpose  of  commenting  on  Appendix  10, 
(lends  identified  for  disposil)  contained  in  the  Draft  Resource 
Managnent  Plan  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Ares.  Attached  is  a list 
of  legal  descriptions  covering  approximately  13,814.26 
of  scattered  tracts  in  Lincoln  County  that  we  would  like  added  to 
the  disposal  list  for  the  indicated  ranchers. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  in  making  these  additions  to 
your  list  of  land  considered  for  disposal. 


/dg 

cc:  Leslie  Cone,  BLM 


31-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mr.  Green  in 
response  to  his  letter.) 

A review  of  the  Master  Title  Plats  indicates  that  some 
of  the  legals  in  the  attachment  titled  Joe  Pike  are 
incorrect.  Therefore,  we  ask  that  you  resubmit  the 
correct  legal  descriptions.  Also,  because  you 
frequently  request  additions  to  Appendix  10,  we  ask 
that  you  submit  the  legal  land  descriptions  using  the 
format  attached  [to  the  letter]. 


Joe  ?lke 

Legal  Description 


Ti:s,  R20E 

Acres 

Sec.  1 S/2SW  10 

5 SE/2SE  20 

10  SE/2  320 

lA  SCSe  AO 

15  S/2  320 

17  All  640 

18  NE/4,  E/2U/2,  N/2SE,  SWSE  440 

19  SNi-NE,  NEKU,  SE  240 

20  N/2KV,  KVNE,  SENE.  E/2SV,  NESE  280 

21  NV/4.  N/2SW,  C/2NE.  NESE  360 

22  NWSW,  SWSE,  NENV,  KUNE.  SENE  200 

23  W/2NV  80 

27  SWNE,  NEKV,  NESW  120 

29  SE,  SESW,  NVNE,  NENV.  SWNW  320 

30  E/2NE.  SESE,  NV/A.  N/2SW  360 

31  NE/2SENV  20 

33  S/2N/2,  N/2SU,  NWSE  280 

34  E/2NV,  NVNE  120 

T13S,  R20E 

Sec.  3 U/2NU,  NVSU  120 

4 NW  160 

5 N/2  320 

6 NENE  60 

e NENE  60 

9 KVSW  60 


Total  Acres  4.9C0 
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UGAL  0[$CftlPTI0N 
r.obc'i't  and  Olsie  Ro9crs  Pinch 
Lincoln  County,  New  Mciico 


fM.NCT  NO.  I,  being  Ihc  ■-••i.ao  l.ii>»^s  hfioloforc 
conveyed  to  J.iiftCS  H.  Coo*J/‘»i»n  .>n<l  ^OlK'ne  M. 

Ci.>0'lru'n,  his  wife,  by  Poboit  0.  N.iylor  nn'l 
Klii-ibelh  Ruth  IJjylor,  his  wife,  by  w.iirMUy  r^ood 
tilled  J.inu-icy  ?6,  1 9 7 7 , i ocoj  di'd  in  .'oo^i  ?9,  *' t 
pjoe  3S7  of  ihe  Deed  Rw'coids  of  l.ir>coln  Co\)nly, 

JJew  Hex  i CO : 

Tow n 0 h i p 6 South,  R.i  ng e 8 ^ 'A  .P  ■. 

Section  10:  WiNtH,  .ind  N'SSWls 

Section  IS:  CS 

Tov»nship  6 South  , ^^Q9_?__L2  — — 

Section  7;  Wane's 
Section  18:  SWh  and  S'^SCH 

Section  ?2:  NI^HK'VH  funJivided  1/2  iiUetest  only, 

the  other  1/2  interest  theiein  b'^ing 
owned  by  others,  but  including  on 
undivided  1/3  Interest  in  the  water 
veil  located  thoieon  and  nn  undivided 
1/3  interest  in  all  eguii^nont  appur- 
tenant thereto) 

comprising  900  acres,  more  or  less; 

TRJ^CT  NO.  2,  being  the  same  lands  heretofore 
rr^'ujdcdTn  State  Land  Purchase  Cont  r ac  t ■ 'To  . 

S0?9  dated  July’  13,  19G2  to  Graciano  Y r i a r t : 

Township  5 South,  Range  17  East,  N.M.P. 

Section  36:  Ml  ^ 

Tow  nship  S South,  Range  18  Cast,  T.H  ._J*  ^ 

Section  <9:  S'.:\UC\,  S’lhWh,  NwV.sw'i  and  t:\SCh 

Section  30:  wHneH,  nS'HJH  and  TiSSS 

Sect i on  32;  All  | 

compr  ising  1,841,42  ocrcs,  mor  e or  Ic".  s; 

I 

’,'7C*C'T  NO.  3,  being  t)>C  same  lands  heretofore 
i rTc’l ^rdVd  'i'n  Slate  Land  Purchauc  Contract  No. 
5>030'datcd  July  )3,  196?  to  Graciano  Vriarl: 


fleet  inn  )4  : 
Suet  ion  3G : 


■ M . ' 

NS:.*' 


• . a I / a . 

a.M  K**.  • 


fown*i_h  i P_9_^pul  h . Ra_n9o  ^ 


Sec  lion  2? : 
See  lion  31: 


r’-Nc';  .>nd  rar'-.SL's 
n’VnS 


r o'»pr  i $ 1 ng  7 20.4  9 acres,  >*ore  or  Ir.s; 

TRACT  MO.  4,  being  the  a.u'-e  lands  hcteiofoie 
Tncluded  in  State  Land  Pui  ch.xe  Cenir-iei  ”o. 
S339  dated  October  24,  196  3 to  Cr  •cimo  Yriatt; 

Township  _6 Sou_^h, f a ng^l  8^r.^ t , K 

Section  2:  lots  1,2,  3 and  4 .in.l  SH 

Section  3:  T^ts  I,  2,  5 and  6 and  nSS'!H 

and  S*>SS 

Section  10:  NCLneH 

Section  ll:  N'SSu’H  and  SEH 

Section  12:  SE'-.r.E';,  >nd  K’.SKH 

Section  13:  Su*‘,SW% 

Section  14:  SC^SEH 

Township  6 South, Range  19  Cast,  W.M.P.M. 

Lot*  1,  2,  l.’HSEH  and  SK’H 
SEH,  E’jSWH,  VW\SW*»5  nn.1  SW';S‘.;'j 
K'iSCh,  SW^SCH  and  SE’.SKH 

T.ot  3.  ESnwH,  NrlhSi.’';,  S’SSKH 
and  E^jN'E*! 

IJ**j  and  NSSS 

u'S  and  V-’jEH 

All 

SHSS  and  NW'.SU’H 

Lot  2,  SC'iI.’WH,  SW'jNC';  and  N’sEl'';, 


Seel  Son  4 i 
Sec  t Ion  S 
Section  6 
Sec  t i on  7 

Section  8 
Section  9 
Sec  lion  16 
Section  17 
Sec  t ion  1 8 


conprJslng  4,604.94  acres,  more  or  less; 

TRACT  ^0^_5,  being  the  same  lands  heirtoforc 
included  in  State  Land  Puichnse  Contr.^ct  No. 
S340  dated  October  24,  1563  to  Craciaoo  Yiiart: 

Township  S South,  Rang  e 17  Cast,  M , . 

Section  2S:  V/SW*«j 

Township  S South,  Range  18  E.ist , M . M , P . M. 

Section  33;  Si'HMh'H , SU'h  >nd  SSSCH 
Towns h i p 6 Soul  h , Ran ge 1 9 Ta  s t_,  , P . M . 


Sec  1 1 on 
Sec  t i on 


4 : 
9: 


CSSCH 

ESCS 


coi.'pr  i s » ng  080  acres  ■•'orc  or  less: 
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/^p._  C,  bt*  i I i%c  1 »"‘C‘  1 mos  J ,»•  i c \ o i C 
\ i»r  1 Ui'»c»«J  »n  Sl^tc  l-Ji-td  r*u>ch.»r-c  ConW-'Ct  ’.'o. 

S' 3 < 1 Jjlod  Os;lobs»f  24,  lOG)  lO  r.i>.*j.>no  Y»»*rL: 

Tw-^  nship  6 South,  _K  ^n«ic  18  K»st,  N.M.P.M, 

Cociion  3:  I.ois  < 8 

See  lion  JO: 

CO' ipi' i s i ng  10  7.41  .icj  cs,  l e Of  K'^is. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


NATION  \L  P\RK  SERUCE 

Cvl^bid  Cj'rrni  \iUorul  f«rk 


3?25  NiuomJ  Pvkj 
OrlUMd.  Nr^  M<u<o  W7?0 


To;  David  Stout,  RWP/EIS  Team  Leader 


From:  Superintendent,  Carlsbad  Caverns  NP 

Subject;  RMP/EIS  Draft  Comments 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  Roswell 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the 
draft  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan  A,mendment/Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  We  do  have  one  correction  we  would  like  you  to 
make  on  page  2-9  under  the  U.S.  National  Park  Service.  Carlsbad 
Caverns  National  Park  actually  comprises  46,766  acres  at  this 
time,  not  Che  46,530  acres  listed. 

We  support  9LM  guidelines  titled  "Practices  For  Oil  A.nd  Gas 
Drilling  And  Operations  In  Cave  and  Karst  Areas"  listed  as 
Appendix  5.  We  are  pleased  to  see  that  these  guidelines  will  be 
in  effect  for  all  alternatives  to  your  draft  plans.  The 
guidelines,  originally  developed  during  the  Dark  Canyon  EIS  for 
the  protection  of  Lechuguilla  Cave,  are  an  important  step  in  the 
protection  of  all  significant  caves  on  Federal  lands  administered 
by  the  BLM.  We  hope  these  guidelines  will  show  that  the  BUM  is  a 
leader  in  the  protection  of  cave  resources  as  well  as  other 
natural  resources  while  allowing  oil  and  gas  exploration  on 
Federal  lands  to  continue. 


32-1  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  We  have 
reviewed  our  Master  Title  Plats  and  believe  there  is  a 
minor  discrepancy  in  acreage  between  surface 
acreage  and  federal  mineral  estate  in  Carlsbad 
Caverns  National  Park.  We  believe  the  discrepancy  is 
related  to  the  inholding  along  the  west  boundary  of  the 
park.  In  rechecking  our  figures  for  mineral  estate,  we 
believe  the  figure  used  in  the  Draft  RMPA  is  accurate 
and  have  chosen  not  to  revise  the  acreage  figure, 
which  represents  only  federal  mineral  estate.  In  any 
case,  none  of  the  federal  mineral  estate  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  park  is  open  for  oil  and  gas  leasing 
and  the  difference  of  236  acres  does  not  change  this. 


Frank  J.  Deckert 
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January  27,  1995 

David  Stout,  RMP/CIS  T«aa  Laadar 
Raaourca  Kana^aaint  Plan 
Buraau  of  Land  Hanageeant 
1717  Vast  Sacond  Straat 
Roavall,  Haw  Kaxico  66201 


941007 


Daar  David: 


1 


2 


3 


Raad  4 Stavana,  Inc.  ia  an  oil  and  gaa  axploration  and 
production  coapany  locatad  in  Roavall,  Haw  Maxico.  Ha  hava  baan 
oparatin^  in  aoutbaaat  Haw  Kaxico  for  tha  paat  25  yaara.  Our 
sanagasant  ataff  of  Charlaa  B.  Raad,  Chiaf  Exacutiva  Officar, 
Robart  H.  Hataon,  Land  Managar,  and  Hilliaa  A.  Bradahav, 
Exploration  Caologiat,  attandad  tha  Buraau  of  Land  Kanageaant'a 
(BLM)  Opan  Houaa  in  Roavall  on  January  10,  1995.  At  thia  aaating, 
va  racaivad,  for  tha  firat  tiaa,  a copy  of  tha  BLM*a  "Roavall 
Raaourca  Araa  Draft  Raaourca  Kanagejiant  Plan/Environaantal  lapact 
Stataaant*  (RHP/EI8) . Ha  vara  adviaad  that  vrittan  comaanta  may 
ba  aant  to  tha  Buraau  of  t4and  Managaaant  poatmarkad  no  latar  than 
Pebruary  1,  1995.  Tha  oil  and  gaa  induatry  raaourca  managemant 
plan  subcomaittaa  ia  drafting  a plan  that  will  ba  aubmittad  to  tha 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  on  or  bafora  March  1,  1995.  Read  4 
Stevana,  Inc.  opposaa  the  "Roavall  Resource  Area  Draft,  Raaourca 
Hanageaent  Plan/Environaental  Impact  Statement”  because  it 
drastically  affects  our  induatry  and  will  close  thousands  of  acres 
to  industry  activity.  Our  reasons  for  opposing  tha  RMP  are  as 
follows: 


1.  Tha  RMP  ia  not  revenue  neutral  and  will  create  billions 
of  dollars  of  lost  tax  revenue  to  the  State  of  Hcv  Mexico 
and  tha  United  States  of  America. 

2.  Tha  BLM  does  not  hava  tha  infrastructure  or  technology 
to  manage  or  supervise  oil  and  gas  drilling  and  producing 
operations.  If  the  RMP  is  implemented  the  billions  of 
tax  dollar  deficits  that  will  be  lost  will  cause  the 
school  children,  universities.  Schools  of  the  Blind  and 
Deaf,  and  other  beneficiaries  to  become  the  endangered 
species.  The  BLM  spent  two  years  drafting  the  Resource 
Management  Plan,  however,  our  industry  was  given  only  two 
months  to  comment  on  a very  vital  and  serious  proposal 
that  will  result  in  a tremendous  loss  of  revenue  to  our 
State.  Nothing  in  the  RMP  proposal  supports  the  oil  and 
gas  industry  and  the  gross  tax  revenues  that  ve  pay  to 
the  State  of  New  Mexico.  The  plan  is  not  revenue 
positive  and  will  result  in  increased  tax  deficits. 
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3.  The  natural  resources  are  the  most  valuable  asset  of  all 
industries  in  the  State  of  Hew  Mexico.  The  petroleum 
industry  continues  as  one  of  the  greatest  single  sources 
of  revenu.  for  th«  St.t.,  Itg  countl..,  cltl.g,  and  othar 
political  aubdlvlalona.  Th.  b.n.f Icl.rl.a  of  the.,  fund. 
Include.  achools,  collegea,  and  other  apaclal 
inatltutlona. 

4.  Taxes,  peraanant  fund  aamlngs,  and  othar  ravanuaa 

ralatad  to  oil  and  gaa  production  asountad  to 
$632,000,000  in  1991.  Tha  sala.  valua  of  cruda  oil 

produced  In  New  Mexico  was  $1.36  billion  dollars.  The 
sales  value  of  natural  gas  vas  $1.4  billion  dollars. 
About  95»  of  the  Stats  Psraanent  fund  can  ba  tracad  to 
royalties  derived  froa  oil  and  gaa.  Thli  fund  soared 
past  the  $3.1  billion  dollar  sarA  In  1991  and  distributed 
$260,000,000  to  Its  bansflclarlss.  Tha  ravanua  froa  oil 
and  gaa  production  accounts  for  67»  of  the  Savsranca  Tax 
Paraanant  Pund  which  has  raacbad  $1.6$  biUlon  dollars 
In  1991,  ' Tha  Stats  Land  Offlca  racaivad  aora  than 
$132,000,000  In  1991  froa  royaltlaa,  rantala,  and  bonusas 
paid  by  tha  oil  and  gas  Induatry.  Naw  Mexico  racaivad 
an  aetlaatad  $94,000,000  froa  fadaril  oil  and  gat  leases 
In  1991.  All  of  it  vas  aaraarkad  for  public  education. 

$.  Naw  Mexico  ranks  fourth  aaong  all  of  tha  atatas  in  tha 
production  of  natural  gas  aj>d  aavanth  In  tha  production 
of  cruda  oil,  Cruda  oil  and  natural  gas  accounted  for 
about  65»  of  tha  valua  of  New  Mexico's  alneral  production 
In  1990.  Thlrty-nlna  percent  of  tha  oil  and  161  of  tha 
natural  gas  produced  In  Naw  Mexico  comes  froa  lands  owned 
by  tha  State  and  3S»  of  tha  oil  and  64»  of  tha  gaa  are 
obtained  froa  federal  lands. 

6.  Six  of  this  country's  "glanf  ollflalda  (with  ultlaata 
reserves  of  at  least  100,000,000  barrels)  are  locatad  in 
southeastern  Hew  Mexico. 

7.  The  petroleua  Industry  la  still  one  of  Hew  Mexico's 
largest  non-govemaant  aaployars  providing  jobs  for  an 
average  of  21,362  employeem. 

8.  Approximately  $446,000,000  vam  apent  for  drilling  and 
completing  well*  in  1990. 


33-1  There  are  several  misstatements  in  the  opening 
paragraph  of  the  letter  that  need  to  be  corrected. 
While  the  management  staff  of  Read  & Stevens  may 
have  first  received  copies  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS 
at  the  January  10,  1995,  meeting,  an  employee  of 
Read  & Stevens  requested  and  was  given  three 
copies  of  the  document  on  January  9,  1995.  We  have 
used  letters  and  press  releases  to  inform  the  public 
that  copies  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  were  available 
for  review  beginning  November  4,  1994.  On 
December  2,  1994,  the  public  comment  period  was 
extended  to  March  1,  1995,  from  February  1,  1995. 
Since  December  2nd,  we  have  been  notifying  the 
public  of  this  change  by  means  of  letters,  press 
releases  and  personal  communications.  The  revised 
comment  period  was  specifically  addressed  at  the 
beginning  of  each  of  the  public  hearings. 

33-2  We  disagree  with  your  estimate  of  lost  revenue. 
You  state  in  your  letter  that  the  "Taxes,  permanent 
fund  earnings,  and  other  revenues  related  to  oil  and 
gas  production  amounted  to  $832,000,000  in  1991." 
It  is  difficult  to  imagine  how  the  approval  of  the 
management  proposed  in  this  plan  could  result  in 
billions  of  dollars  in  lost  revenue.  Realistically,  there 
is  no  good  estimate  of  the  revenue  that  could  be 
potentially  lost  or  gained  from  oil  and  gas 
development,  because  development  is  predicated  on 
unpredictable  market  pressures,  not  the  effects  of  the 
requirements  proposed  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMP/VEIS. 
There  could  be  some  added  costs  for  the  development 
of  specific  wells  due  to  requirements  proposed  in  the 
RMP;  these  have  been  discussed  in  Chapter  4 of  the 
Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS.  Overall,  the  effects  of  closures 
to  leasing  and  the  application  of  surface  use  and 
occupancy  requirements  should  not  result  in  changes 
that  are  much  different  from  the  current  situation. 

33-3  The  statement  that  the  oil  and  gas  industry  was 
given  only  two  months  to  comment  is  not  correct.  All 
reviewers  of  the  document,  including  the  oil  and  gas 
industry,  had  the  period  of  November  4, 1994  through 
March  1,  1995  to  review  the  plan  and  make 
comments.  In  fact,  because  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS 
was  mailed  from  the  printer  on  October  25,  1994, 
many  oil  and  gas  companies  received  the  document 
before  the  official  comment  period  began,  giving  them 
an  even  longer  review  and  comment  period. 

With  regard  to  the  statement  that  nothing  in  the  plan 
supports  the  oil  and  gas  industry,  we  have  proposed 
a number  of  things  that  benefit  industry.  We  have 
made  an  effort  to  simplify  and  consolidate  oil  and  gas 
management  throughout  the  document.  Among  the 
actions  we  proposed  is  a reduction  in  the  number  of  oil 
and  gas  leasing  stipulations  used  in  the  Roswell 
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9.  Monits  in  H«w  Mexico's  two  Psmsnsnt  funds  sxcssd  $4.7 
billion  dollars  with  about  901  of  that  total  co*in9  fros 
oil  and  gas  rsvanuss.  Ths  sarnings  from  thaas  hugs 
■savings  accounts*  asountsd  to  $391,000,000  In  1991. 
Thasa  two  funds,  which  grow  larger  each  year,  will  help 
support  education  and  other  public  aervicas  long  after 
the  State's  petrolaua  reserves  are  depleted. 

10.  State  govermaant  received  sore  than  $832,000,000  in  1991 
froe  taxes,  royalties  and  investsent  earnings  based  on 
oil  and  gas  exploration  and  production,  eaklng  this 
industry  New  Mexico's  greatest  single  source  of  revenue. 

11.  Calendar  year  1993  showed  sixed  reaults  for  the  State's 
extractive  Industries.  Sales  of  energy  comnoditles 
including  gas,  oil,  coal,  and  uranius  were  valued  at  $4.3 
billion  dollars.  New  Mexico  continues  to  be  aaong  the 
largest  energy  producing  states  in  the  nation. 

12.  Hew  Mexico  has  a great  wealth  and  diversity  of  natural 
resources.  Our  reserves  of  energy  resources  coiprise  a 
considerable  portion  of  the  total  United  States  resource 
base.  New  Mexico  ranks  second  nationally  In  onshore 
natural  gas  reserves.  The  potential  to  develop  renewable 
oil  and  gas  resources  is  trenendous. 

13.  Total  Hew  Mexico  petroleu*  liquids  (oil  and  natural  gas 
liquids)  production  in  1993  was  69.5  ■lllion  barrels. 
The  southeastern  part  of  the  State  produced  931  of  New 
Mexico's  oil  with  ths  San  Juan  Basin  producing  ths 
reroaining  71. 

14.  The  value  of  New  Mexico  oil  sold  at  ths  wellhead  in  1993 
was  $1.13  billion  dollars.  Ths  valus  of  salss  of  gas  at 
ths  wellhead  in  1993  was  $3.56  billion  dollars. 

15.  The  RMP  will  close  oil  and  gas  leasing  on  approxlsately 

505.000  acres  with  no  surface  occupancy  on  approximately 

110.000  acres.  It  will  allow  oil  and  gas  leasing  with 
surface  use  and  occupancy  requirements  on  approximately 

13. 319. 000  acres. 


Ths  RMP  plan  does  not  compensate  oil  and  gas  owners  for  the 
billions  of  dollars  of  seismic  date,  geological  studies,  data  base, 
roads,  and  other  capital  improvementa  that  have  been  built  on  the 
proposed  land  that  will  be  vacated  by  the  RMP  plan. 


•WfU, 
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gUMMARYt 

The  Resource  Management  Plan  is  the  most  negative  proposal  of 
ths  Bureau  of  Land  Management  that  has  been  made  during  ay  past  44 
years  In  the  oil  and  gas  business  In  New  Mexico.  Ths  BLM  should 
concentrate  their  efforts  on  assisting  ths  small  businessman  who 
has  the  expertise  to  manage  and  operate  the  public  lands.  Over  600 
oil  and  gas  companies  will  be  adversely  effected  by  the  RMP 
proposal.  The  entire  plan  should  be  abolished  and  the  United 
States  Congress  should  tsks  imaediats  action  to  terainats 
appropriations  for  further  studies. 


Yours  very  truly, 
Charles  B.  Read  ' 


President 


District.  Fourteen  of  the  50  leasing  stipulations  and 
lease  notices  currently  in  use  would  be  retained.  The 
remainder  would  be  rescinded  or  replaced  by  surface 
use  and  occupancy  requirements  (Appendix  3 of  the 
Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS).  We  disclosed,  clarified, 
streamlined  and  standardized  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  the  requirements  that  would  be 
applied  to  oil  and  gas  operations.  Our  intent  is  to 
provide  better  service  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  The 
vast  majority  of  these  requirements  are  presently  in 
use,  but  they  have  not  previously  been  standardized 
between  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Areas, 
nor  have  they  been  compiled  and  discussed  in  one 
document. 


33-4  This  comment,  as  written,  is  out  of  context  and 
requires  clarification.  The  figures  cited  approximate 
those  for  Alternative  B,  the  most  restrictive  of  the 
alternatives.  The  actual  numbers,  on  a district-wide 
basis  are  529,268  acres  proposed  for  closure  to 
leasing  and  84,281  acres  proposed  as  open  to  leasing 
with  no  surface  occupancy.  These  figures  include 
federal  mineral  estate  underlying  surface  owned  or 
managed  by  other  individuals.  In  these  cases,  the 
BLM  conducts  the  leasing  exercise,  but  the  surface 
owner  or  manager  usually  dictates  whether  closures  to 
leasing  or  no  surface  occupancy  are  appropriate. 

Under  Alternative  B,  the  BLM-manaaed  surface 
affected  by  closures  to  leasing  is  140,028  acres, 
district-wide,  substantially  less  than  the  more  than 
500,000  claimed  in  the  comment.  Similarly,  the 
acreage  affected  by  no  surface  occupancy  is  26,916 
acres,  district-wide. 

For  purposes  of  comparison,  under  current 
management,  68,461  acres  of  BLM-managed  surface 
are  affected  by  closures  to  leasing  and  52,977  acres 
are  affected  by  no  surface  occupancy,  district-wide.  In 
fact,  450,000  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  already 
are  closed  under  current  management.  Further,  the 
majority  of  the  acreage  closed  is  federal  mineral  estate 
where  the  overlying  surface  is  managed  by  other 
agencies  (such  as  the  Department  of  Defense,  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service,  or  New  Mexico  State  Parks)  and 
many  of  these  existing  closures  are  in  areas  of  low  or 
moderate  hydrocarbon  occurrence  potential.  The  BLM 
does  not  make  the  surface  use  determinations  for 
these  lands.  Nevertheless,  the  decisions  made  by 
these  other  agencies  must  be  included  in  our  land  use 
planning  documents  to  enable  us  to  conduct  oil  and 
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gas  leasing.  These  existing  closures  are  not  open  for 
reconsideration  since  the  decisions  are  not  the 
responsibility  of  the  BLM. 

Under  our  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  Draft,  115,206 
acres  of  BLM-managed  surface  would  be  affected  by 
closures  to  leasing  and  52,688  acres  would  be 
affected  by  no  surface  occupancy.  Under  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  the  district-wide  acreage 
proposed  for  closure  represents  4 percent  of  the  total 
federal  mineral  estate  and  about  7 percent  of  the  BLM- 
managed  surface.  The  no  surface  occupancy 
requirement  affects  less  than  1 percent  of  the  total 
federal  mineral  estate  and  about  2 percent  of  the  BLM- 
managed  surface.  And,  these  figures  include 
acreages  that  are  in  areas  of  low  or  moderate 
hydrocarbon  potential,  where  the  likelihood  of 
development  is  less. 

33-5  The  leasing  proposals  in  any  of  the  alternatives 
apply  only  to  leases  issued  following  approval  of  the 
RMP/RMPA.  There  is  no  proposal  in  any  of  the 
alternatives  to  cancel  leases  or  remove  existing 
facilities,  although  that  is  implied  in  your  comment. 
We  project  over  a 20-year  period  that,  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  four  wells  in  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area  and  99  wells  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource 
Area  would  be  affected  by  no  surface  occupancy 
requirements  and  that  41  wells  in  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area  and  127  wells  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  would  not  be  drilled  because  of  leasing 
closures.  During  the  same  period  1 ,409  wells  would 
be  drilled  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  and  4,785 
wells  would  be  drilled  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area. 
It  must  be  remembered  that  many  of  the  wells  affected 
by  leasing  closures  or  no  surface  occupancy  would  be 
located  on  lands  owned  or  managed  by  other  agencies 
or  land  owners,  not  the  BLM.  We  expect  that  not 
drilling  168  wells  out  of  nearly  6,200  (less  than  3 
percent)  would  not  have  a major  economic  or  social 
effect  on  the  oil  and  gas  industry  or  the  state  of  New 
Mexico.  While  the  proposals  for  leasing  closures  and 
no  surface  occupancy  could  preclude  or  otherwise 
affect  drilling  to  a limited  extent,  it  is  inappropriate  to 
tie  those  effects  to  a claimed  loss  of  capital 
improvements  and  data. 
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Resource  Mif^i9em«r>t  Plan 
Bureau  of  Larxj  Manajemer^f 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 

Attention,  Ms.  Leslie  M.  Cone 
Dntnct  Manager 

Re  Roswell  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
Carlsbad  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 

Dear  Ms  Cone 


I would  Gke  to  comment  on  the  impact  of  the  above  in  relation  to  pipe  hne  operationt. 

Pipe  lines  offer  the  least  disruptive  and  safest  long-term  transportation  vehicle  available 
Yet  regulations  continue  to  restrict  pipe  line  growth  The  restrictions  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Act  and  the  Endangered  Spiecies  ^t.  compliance  with  the  Department  of 
Transportation  standards  arwl  other  federal  agericv  standards  has  made  maior  proiects  become 
mcrcasingly  cost  prohibitrve.  Placing  more  restrictions  on  public  land  use  results  m increased 
costs  which  would  occur  as  a result  of  reroutes,  increased  distance  ar>d  delays. 

Construction  of  new  pipe  lines,  reconditioning  or  replacement  of  existing  lir>es  provides 
an  environmentally  sound  mode  for  iransporling  our  nations  fuel  needs,  yet  the  proposed 
Resource  Management  Plans  impedes  this  process. 
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AHeinatiye  B would  deuease  the  curtent  NSO  stipulation  by  33,861  acres. 


Applying  more  stringent  regulations  regarding  endangered  species  when  there  is  an  acute 
lack  of  information  about  where  these  species  are  located  and  what  their  genetic  endowments 
ate  makes  it  difficult  if  not  impossible  to  set  rational  prioritres  on  what  to  protect,  or  how  to 
avoid  the  surprise  discovery  of  a threatened  species  halfway  through  an  expensive 
development  proiecl. 

Let  s protect  the  environment  but  let  s weigh  the  cost  of  the  benefit  of  the  protection. 
The  following  are  preferred  alternatives  of  the  Resource  Management  Plans: 

Lands  with  No  Surface  Occupancy  INSOI 


An  hultpr’ultnl  Ktfir^-y  Strmnt  NEV  MEXICO  • A/lIZOSA  • WEST  TEXAS 


Resource  Management  Plan 
Comments 
January  26,  1995 
Page  2 


Lands  with  Conlrolled  Surface  Use  ICSUI 

Alternative  B would  decrease  the  current  CSU  stipulation  by  74,787  acres. 

Utility  and  Transportation  Systems  Exclusion  Areas 

Alternative  C would  decrease  the  current  exclusion  areas  by  6,253  acres. 

Utility  and  Transportation  Systems  Avoidance  Areas 

Alternative  A,  current  management,  is  preferred  as  there  are  no  avoidance  areas 
designated. 

Surface  Disturbance 

The  use  of  vegetation  restoration  rather  than  land  use  restrictions  would  be  a better 
alternative. 
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Restrictions  based  on  suitable  habitats  without  knowledge  of  the  actual  presence  of 
special  status  species  are  not  reasonable 

Cave  and  Karst  Resource  Management 

Regarding  NSO  within  200  meters  from  cave  entrances  or  significant  karst  features, 
actual  locations,  not  merely  the  potential  for,  is  a mote  reasonable  approach.  Also,  a 
clear  definition  of  significant  karst  features  should  be  added. 


Thank  you  (or  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 

Georgia  Raga 
Regulatory  Coordinator 
Pipeline  Division 


34-1  The  requirements  proposed  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  regarding  endangered  species  are  not 
more  restrictive  or  more  stringent  than  under  current 
practice.  In  Chapter  2,  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  for  example,  our  proposed  management  of 
special  status  ■ species  habitat  (threatened  or 
endangered  species)  is  predicated  on  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service's  requirements  for  listing  species 
as  threatened  or  endangered,  and  on  the  Service's 
recovery  plans.  The  listing  of  species  and  the 
subsequent  recovery  plans  are  based  on  known 
populations,  their  locations,  and  their  habitat  needs. 
It  is  BLM  policy  to  protect  habitat  for  proposed  and 
listed  species  under  the  New  Mexico  Wildlife 
Conservation  Act.  We  do  not  list  species  as 
threatened  or  endangered,  we  manage  habitat  to 
prevent  listing.  In  Appendix  3,  for  example,  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  we  propose  a setback  of  up  to 
100  meters  to  protect  portions  of  habitat  of  the  sand 
dune  lizard  when  that  habitat  is  known  through 
distributional  studies.  The  100  meter  figure  is  half  the 
distance  currently  available  to  the  BLM  for  setbacks 
used  in  siting  oil  or  gas  drilling  locations. 

34-2  We  assume  when  you  say  "The  following  are 
preferred  alternatives..."  that  you  mean  your 
preference,  which  has  been  noted.  It  should  be 
pointed  out  that  the  NSO  (no  surface  occupancy)  and 
CSU  (controlled  surface  use)  stipulations  are  for  the 
leasing  of  the  federal  mineral  estate  for  fluid  mineral 
development.  Those  restrictions  do,  however,  show 
our  intent  for  managing  other  surface  uses.  That 
intent  is  embodied  in  the  areas  identified  for  avoidance 
or  exclusion  for  rights-of-way  location,  which  are 
applied  to  major  rights-of-way  projects.  In  the  case  of 
pipelines,  a major  right-of-way  would  be  for  a pipeline 
10  inches  in  diameter,  or  larger. 

34-3  We  have  discussed  the  need  for  restoration  of 
surface  disturbance  in  several  places  in  the 
RMP/RMPA/EIS.  A number  of  the  Roswell  District 
Conditions  of  Approval  in  Appendix  4 address 
restoration  of  surface  disturbance  and  several  are 
specifically  related  to  pipeline  rights-of-way.  Even 
though  we  emphasize  restoration  of  surface 
disturbance,  there  still  are  places  where  any  surface 
disturbance,  restored  or  not,  is  incompatible  with  other 
land  uses  and  resource  values.  Thus,  it  is  necessary 
to  have  avoidance  or  exclusion  areas,  as  well  as 
requirements  for  restoration  when  surface  disturbance 
is  allowed.  Avoidance  or  exclusion  areas  are  applied 
to  major  rights-of-way  projects. 

34-4  Our  proposals  for  setbacks  from  caves  and  karst 
features  are  described  in  Appendix  3.  Under  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  for  example,  we  propose  a 
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setback  of  up  to  200  meters  from  "...knovyii  {emphasis 
added)  cave  entrances,  passages  or  aspects  of 
significant  caves,  or  significant  karst  features.  We 
are  not  proposing  setbacks  from  potential  features.  As 
you  suggest,  we  have  developed  a definition  of 
"significant  karst  features"  and  have  included  it  in  the 
Glossary.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Glossary. 
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35-1  The  lands  listed  in  your  letter  are  included  in  the 
list  of  lands  that  may  be  suitable  for  consideration  for 
disposal. 


bureau  of  Land  .Management 
1717  W.  2nd  St . 

Rpsvell,  N.M.  88201 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern, 

This  letter  Is  a follow  up  on  a recent  visit  with  BLM  personel 
regarding  the  possible  disposition  of  scattered  parcels  of  land 
located  on  the  T75  Ranch  Inc.,  in  Lincoln  County. 

We  wish  to  express  a desire  to  purchase  any  or  all  such 
land  at  a reasonable  price.  However,  this  land  is  not  at 
all  important  to  our  operation.  It  just  squares  up  the  ranch. 


These  parcels  are: 


Townshi p 

Range 

Sect i on 

Acres 

6S 

18E 

21  E 1/2 

320 

6S 

18E 

21  E 1/2W1/2 

160 

65 

18E 

21  NW1/4NW1/4 

40 

6S 

18E 

29  SW1/4SE1/4 

40 

7S 

18E 

12  E1/2VW1/4 

80 

7S 

18E 

12  N1/2SW1/4 

80 

7S 

18E 

12  SW1/4SW1/4 

40 

7$ 

18E 

25  NW1/4SE1/4 

40 

This  listing  is  on  pages  5 and  6 of  the  Draft  RMP.  Table  A 10-1. 

we  welcome  your  personel  to  come  any  time  to  look  at  these  lands. 
We  will  assist  and  direct  them  to  the  location  of  said  lands. 

We  are  looking  forward  to  working  with  your  agency. 

S i ncere ly  , 


T.B.  and  or^^inette  Snoot 
T75Ranch  Inc. 

P.S.  There  are  no  County  roads  on  this  ranch.  No  public  access 
to  any  piece  of  the  lands  listed  above. 
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36-1  The  parcel  listed  in  your  letter  has  been  added 
to  the  list  of  lands  that  may  be  suitable  for 
consideration  for  disposal.  Refer  to  the  Proposed 
RMP. 


TRANSCRIPTION 

36 

Til  ( Lori  Thunaan 
13  Lena  Vista  Ln.  RRl 
Roswell , N.M  68201 
505-625-0436 
1-16-95 


David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Teaa  Leader 
BLM 

Roswell  Oistric  Office 
1717  W.  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  N.M  68201 

Dear  David  Stout, 

We  are  writing  in  regards  to  the  RMP/EIS. 

The  follow  location  of  this  5 acre  tract  of  public  land  has 
not  been  put  on  the  disposal  list.  Wl/2  NEl/4  SWi/4  SWl/4  of 
Section  33,  Township  10  South,  Range  23  East,  NMPH. 

This  tract  of  land  is  in  front  of  our  5 acres  and  it  would 
help  immensly  for  better  access  to  our  home  if  we  can  purchase  it. 
ThanX  You  for  your  time. 

/s/  Tim  & Lori  Thurman 
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Bureau  of  Ur>d  Management 
Rosv^tl  DisincJ  Off»c« 

1717  West  Second  Street 
Ros^fl.  No»  Meoco  M201-2019 

Anention  Us  Lesiie  M Cone 


1 


Dear  Us  Cone 

We  are  in  receipt  of  your  letter  dated  January  d,  1M5.  addressed  lo  Mr  Choc*  Moran  of  otx 
office  In  'Htich  you  reject  oor  request  for  an  additxyiai  90  days  exter^s^on  to  the  comment  period 
on  the  Draft  Roswell  Resource  Uanagement  PlaiVEnyironmenlal  Impact  Statement  (RMf^  and 
Carlsbad  AmendmenL  There  are  some  statements  in  your  letter  which  we  believe  carwvt 
remain  ur\answered  ar>d  to  which  «e  do  certaiiVy  rvjt  acquiesce.  The  apparent  then>e  o^  the 
fourth  and  the  fif^  paragraphs  of  the  January  6.  1M5  letter  is  that  none  of  the  resthdioas  and 
requirements  set  forth  in  a large  part  of  the  RMP  is  r>«w  to  the  lr>duslry  and  that  somehow  the  oil 
and  gas  ir^ustry  has  a miscorKeptlon  that  these  restrictions  and  requirements  are  much  more 
onerous  than  is  actually  the  cAse.  We  wvl  grant  you  that  some  of  the  concepts  put  forward  are 
not  (%ew  to  the  oH  and  gas  uidustry  BLM  has  been  trying  unsuccessfully  to  imiptement  marry  of 
these  for  several  years  I will  further  adnul  that  many  of  these  concepts  have  been  ‘applied.* 
someLmes  through  Inlirrudation  and  coercion,  lo  uninformed  members  of  the  oil  and  gas 
irvjuslry  Implementation,  hosfvever,  of  Ih^ese  requirements  has  not  been  broad  based  because  of 
the  lack  of  aulhorrty  lo  do  so.  hence  the  need  lo  brir^  these  requirerrienls  through  the  regulatory 
process  provided  this  RMP  Once  ITese  requirements  have  cleared  the  regulatory  process 
they  may  then  be  implemented  with  authority  arxl  *applie<f  to  all  operators,  not  merely  the 
intimidated  or  umnfoirned  ones 
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You  refer  lo  Appendixes  3.  4.  and  5 in  the  Tiflh  paragraph  of  your  letter  and  emphasize  how 
much  these  have  been  used  In  the  past  We  acknowledge  our  familiarity  with  some  of  these 
proposed  requirements,  hcwtver  they  have  been  modiCed  and  enlarged  far  past  any  present 
authority  Regarding  Apfxrtda  5,  the  Cave  and  Karst  Task  Force  is  referred  to  as  bemg 
compost  pnmahly  of  ir>dustry  representatives  from  which  a dhllir^  guide  was  published  in 
1M3  You  failed  to  point  out  that  no  agreement,  in  fact  no  concurrence,  by  the  oil  and  gas 
industry  was  obtained  These  dniling  guidelines  are  purely  whal  SIM  would  like  to  have  in  place 
ar>d  are  r>o(  anylhir>g  that  was  agreed  to  or  suggested  by  the  oil  and  gas  industry 
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The  RosweD  District.  compns.ng  nearly  14  million  acres,  is  so  large  A is  understandable  that  the 
amount  of  acreage  beir^g  subjected  to  no  surface  occupancy  and  restr>dicr\s  appear  to  be  a quite 
small  percentage.  4%  Ap^ximalely  W%  of  the  RosweW  Resource  Area  ai>d  20%  of  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  A/ta  are  not  productive  and  have  very  low  polentiai  for  production.  Any 
lands  which  are  removed  from  production  or  are  rendered  uneconomic  by  excess  regulatory 
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Bureau  of  Lartd  ManagemerU 
January  17.  IMS 

Pege  2 


burten  Oirealj  iffeaj  ecooomjr  ol  Eddy.  Chives  imi  itt  Counlies  is  weS  es  Ihe  Slue  o( 
Ne.  UexKO.  The  quilly  o<  icreise  be.ng  liken  from  pdertiany  produOive  irees,  however. 
c*nno<  0«  Ignored  or  pessed  over  Sghtly  by  using  gross  peroeniiges  We  bebevt  I it  your 
desrre  lo  giin  luihorlty  which  you  do  nd  presenUy  hive  by  publishing  ihese  Appendixes 
pincuiidy  ihi  surTice  use  end  occupincy  requiremenu  end  Cive  ind  Kirst  dniling  gupdeiines 
and  movir^g  them  through  the  regulatory  process 

You  seem  to  scoff  at  the  idea  thal  additional  time  1$  required  lo  comment  on  this  draft. 


people  *have  somehow  concJixJed  that  the  time  of  preparation  is  directly  related 
lo  the  emounf  of  Lme  needed  lo  review,*  and 

I Is  mcorreca  to  conclude  * ..  that  the  length  of  comnwnl  penod  should  be 
direcaiy  proportional  lo  the  lime  spent  in  the  RMP  development  process  * 


Our  review  <X  the  documed  his  concluded  Ihil  the  bme  speni  in  prepinng  this  drifl  hss 
pi^uced  only  jgj  iliemibve.  rilher  Ihin  five,  end  lour  sfghi  modiricibons  of  Ihil  iltemnive 
We  vnend  lo  bnrg  bic*  lo  you  i compleiely  new  iltemaiive  which  wilt  lake  s reisonible  emoun) 
<X  bmi  lo  develop.  The  120.day  commed  period  compared  to  Ihe  2-year  drill  period  H na  a 
reasonable  amoud  of  bme  In  your  letlar  you  quota  43  CTR  1«tO  2 (a)  lo  say  ■«)  days  shall  be 
provided  lor  review  of  the  drift  plin  Our  reading  of  Iho  section  of  Ihe  regulalion  gives  the 
Inlerpretalion  that  I mandales  three  minimum  lime  frames,  15  days  for  notica  of  meetings  30 
days  lor  commenu  upon  notices  and  M days  on  a drill  plan/EIS.  Thera  is  no  maximum  Ume  or 
pmscnb^  Ume  in  the  regulation.  Your  griming  of  a 30-diy  extension  has  llreidy  supported  Ihe 
nolioo  thal  the  regulilory  lime  frame  is  a minimum,  Therelort,  again,  we  appeal  lo  you  lor  at 
least  an  additional  SO  days,  making  the  lolil  commed  penod  160  days.  In  order  lo  suffiaenllv 
comm«nl  on  this  rtfift.  ' 


Very  lAjly  yours. 

YATES  PETROLEUM  CORPORATION 


Rsrtdy  G Patterson 
Land  Manager 


RGP/mw 

cc  The  Honorable  Pele  Domerucj.  Attention  Mr  Charles  Gentry 
The  Honorable  Jeff  Birvgamen 
The  Honorable  Joe  Skeen 
The  Hofx>raWe  Bill  RxJ\arilson 
The  Honorable  Steven  H Sc/wff 

Mr  Darwin  Van  De  Graafl  • New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Asjoaation 
Mr  Dan  Girand  • Iridepeodent  Petroleum  Assooation  of  New  Mevco 
Mr  Gregory  J Nibert 


37-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mr.  Patterson  in 
response  to  his  letter.) 

First,  the  underlying  premise  of  your  letter  seems  to  be 
that  proposals  in  the  RMP-RMPA/EIS  are  regulations, 
that  the  RMP  development  process  is  a regulatory 
process,  that  the  authority  of  the  BLM  to  apply  surface 
use  requirements  is  a result  of  publishing  the  RMP- 
RMP/EIS,  and  that  the  BLM  currently  does  not  have 
the  authority  to  apply  surface  use  requirements.  This 
premise  is  not  accurate. 

The  authority  for  local  BLM  managers  to  apply  surface 
use  requirements  comes  directly  by  a chain  of 
delegation  from  Congress  or  the  President,  not  from 
publishing  the  RMP-RMPA/EIS.  Legislation  is  passed 
by  Congress  and  Executive  Orders  are  issued  by  the 
President.  The  specific  instructions  for  implementing 
that  guidance  are  the  regulations  developed  at  a 
national  level  and  the  guidance  prepared  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management.  The  various  Onshore  Oil  and 
Gas  Orders  are  examples  of  this.  The  development  of 
the  RMP-RMPA/EIS  is  the  means  by  which  the 
general  instructions  become  more  specific  for  the  area 
covered  by  the  land  use  plan. 

While  the  actions  proposed  in  the  RMP-RMPA/EIS  are 
usually  general  in  nature,  they  are  more  site-specific 
than  the  national  guidance  on  which  they  are  based. 
The  land  use  plan  is  intended  to  provide  the  guidance 
on  which  site-specific  land  management  activities  can 
later  be  based.  The  RMP-RMP/\/EIS  is  not  a 
regulatory  document  because  it  does  not  propose 
regulations.  The  purpose  of  a land  use  plan  is  to 
implement  existing  laws,  regulations.  Executive 
Orders,  or  national  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
guidance  or  policy;  it  cannot  be  used  to  change  them. 

37-2  Mitigations  of  impacts,  which  is  what  Appendixes 
3,  4 and  5 describe,  are  developed  in  several  ways. 
Some,  such  as  the  first  six  standard  conditions  of 
approval  in  Appendix  4 are  mandated  by  Bureau 
policy,  which  results  from  legislation  or  Executive 
Orders.  Other  mitigations,  including  many  of  the 
standard  conditions  of  approval,  and  the  surface  use 
and  occupancy  requirements  in  Appendix  3,  result 
from  conducting  environmental  assessments  according 
to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  When  the 
same  mitigations  or  kinds  of  mitigations  are  developed 
repeatedly  in  environmental  assessments,  they 
become  standard  practice.  Eventually,  they  are 
formalized  and  standardized  in  planning  documents 
(e.g.,  the  Carlsbad  RMP,  1988)  or  in  programmatic 
environmental  documents  (e.g.,  the  Roswell  District  Oil 
and  Gas  Environmental  Assessment,  1981).  We  are 
using  the  Roswell  RMP  and  the  Carlsbad  RMPA  to 


1-102 


update  and  standardize  between  the  two  resource 
areas  the  mitigations  that  have  become  standard 
practice. 

The  requirements  in  Appendixes  3 and  4 have  been 
available  for  a number  of  years,  to  be  applied  when 
situations  warrant  their  use.  In  some  cases,  they  have 
been  updated  and  modified  over  the  years,  as 
conditions  change,  but  their  intent  has  remained 
consistent.  That  some  of  these  requirements  may  be 
unfamiliar  to  you  could  be  because  they  have  not  been 
applied,  or  are  rarely  applied,  to  projects  initiated  by 
Yates  Petroleum.  Your  unfamiliarity  with  such 
requirements,  your  belief  that  they  are  new,  or  your 
contention  that  they  have  been  applied  through 
"intimidation  and  coercion"  does  not  mean  that  they 
have  not  been  appropriately  applied  in  the  past,  when 
needed  to  mitigate  surface  use  impacts.  Nor  does  this 
mean  that  they  have  been  applied  outside  our 
authority  to  do  so. 

The  Interim  Cave  and  Karst  Drilling  Guide  was 
published  following  the  work  of  the  Cave  and  Karst 
Task  Force  in  an  effort  to  formulate  and  disclose  in 
advance  the  practices  that  could  be  employed  when 
conflicts  between  drilling  and  caves  are  discovered.  It 
has  been  our  intent  all  along  to  present  these 
practices  through  the  RMP  process  and  to  formalize  a 
policy  based  on  public  review  of  the  practices.  That 
process  has  been  undertaken  in  Appendix  5,  where 
several  alternative  management  options  for  drilling  in 
areas  of  caves  or  karst  are  presented. 

There  is  no  requirement  for  agreement  or  concurrence 
on  the  part  of  the  task  force  for  the  BLM  to  propose  a 
drilling  guide.  Proposing  these  practices  in  the 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  is  appropriate  whether  or  not  they 
were  developed  by  the  task  force,  or  whether  or  not 
there  was  any  agreement  about  the  practices. 
Nevertheless,  there  are  some  facts  you  should  be 
aware  of.  The  surface  mitigation  techniques  described 
in  Appendix  5,  with  the  possible  exception  of  the 
modified  Veltman  pit,  are  practices  that  have  been  in 
use  by  the  BLM  for  quite  some  time,  when  conditions 
dictate  their  use.  That  they  are  in  the  drilling  guide  or 
in  Appendix  5 does  not  mean  that  they  were 
developed  by  the  task  force.  The  casing  and 
cementing  practices  were  developed  by  a 
subcommittee  of  the  task  force  consisting  of  four 
industry  representatives,  two  NMOCD  representatives 
and  one  BLM  employee.  Detection  and  monitoring 
practices  are  based  on  discussions  held  during  the 
regular  task  force  meetings.  As  stated  above,  the 
drilling  practices  are  in  the  RMP-RMPA/EIS  for  public 
review  and  comment.  [We]  encourage  you  to  make 
substantive  comments  and  suggestions  about  those 
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practices. 


37-3  We  are  not  proposing  the  removal  of  any  lands 
from  production,  since  leasing  stipulations  are  not 
applied  retroactively  to  existing  leases.  When  leasing 
stipulations  are  applied  to  new  leases,  there  are  areas 
of  possible  production  that  may  be  removed  from 
future  development.  Even  so,  the  amount  of  land 
falling  in  that  category  is  very  small.  Under  our 
Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  E),  fewer  than  32,000 
acres  of  BLM-managed  surface  in  areas  of  high 
hydrocarbon  occurrence  potential  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  are  proposed  for  future  closure  to 
leasing.  In  the  Roswell  Resource  Area,  fewer  than 
29,000  acres  of  BLM-managed  surface  are  in  the 
same  category.  Please  remember  that  the  majority  of 
lands  proposed  for  closure  to  leasing  in  the  RMP- 
RMPA/EIS  (75,332  acres  in  Carlsbad  Resource  Area 
high  potential  areas  and  15,803  acres  in  Roswell 
Resource  Area  high  potential  areas)  are  managed  by 
other  agencies  and  we  are  simply  formalizing  the 
leasing  requirements  of  those  agencies.  The  BLM  has 
no  authority  to  change  these  requirements  because 
they  are  developed  by  the  surface  management 
agency,  not  the  BLM. 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
mandates  multiple  use  (as  does  other  legislation  and 
policy).  All  uses  of  the  public  lands  must  be  managed 
according  to  this  mandate.  Realistically,  the  possible 
eventual  closure  of  fewer  than  32,000  acres  under 
BLM  management  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  out 
of  nearly  5.5  million  acres  with  high  hydrocarbon 
occurrence  potential  (amounting  to  0.01  percent)  or 
fewer  than  29,000  acres  under  BLM  management  out 
of  more  than  7.8  million  acres  (about  0.004  percent)  in 
the  Roswell  Resource  Area  is  not  a significant 
constraint  in  the  larger  picture  of  multiple  use. 

In  developing  alternatives,  a number  of  constraints 
were  applied  from  the  beginning  of  the  process.  For 
example,  each  alternative  presented  must  be 
reasonable,  must  be  capable  of  being  selected  and 
must  be  implementable.  "Straw  man"  alternatives, 
those  that  are  proposed  knowing  that  they  would  be 
dropped  as  unreasonable  following  analysis,  are  not 
appropriate.  The  myriad  laws.  Executive  Orders, 
regulations  and  national  guidelines  in  effect  place 
further  constraints  on  the  development  of  alternatives. 
Once  all  the  constraints  are  applied,  the  possible 
range  of  alternatives  becomes  more  narrow  and  we 
must  work  within  that  range.  Even  though  you  and 
others  may  feel  the  range  is  too  narrow,  it  is  about  as 
broad  as  we  can  make  it  under  these  circumstances. 
[We]  appreciate  the  effort  you  are  making  to  develop 
another  alternative  and  we  will  review  it  carefully. 
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However,  we  still  must  apply  the  same  constraints  to 
your  alternative  as  we  applied  to  ours. 


37-4  With  regard  to  the  length  of  the  comment  period, 
the  15  and  30  day  periods  mentioned  in  your  letter 
relate  to  the  time  frames  for  notices.  As  you  state, 
they  are  minimums.  The  90-day  comment  period  is 
stated  in  specific,  mandatory  terminology:  "Ninety  days 
shall  be  provided..."  {emphasis  added).  There  is  no 
qualifying  adjective,  as  there  is  in  the  other  two  cases 
you  cite.  In  fact,  we  have  taken  a risk  in  modifying  a 
very  clearly  stated  regulation,  to  accommodate  your 
needs.  With  respect  to  your  request  for  another 
extension  of  the  public  comment  period,  we  will 
continue  with  the  comment  period  ending  on  March  1 , 
1995. 

In  your  letters  and  your  public  comments,  you  seem 
consistently  to  dwell  on  Alternative  B as  the  source  for 
examples  to  support  your  contentions.  While 
Alternative  B is  analyzed  in  detail  and  could  be 
selected  as  the  proposed  plan,  it  is  not  our  preferred 
alternative.  Since  Alternative  E is  our  preferred 
alternative,  [we]  suggest  that  you  concentrate  on  what 
we  are  proposing  and  use  that  alternative  as  the  basis 
for  your  comments. 
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38-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


BONE  AND  JOINT  CENTER  OF  SOUTHEASTERN  NEW  MEXICO,  LTD. 


1900  NO^TH  OAl.  PIkSO 
HOeeS.  NEW  MEXICO 
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January  31#  1995 


Resource  Management  Plan 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanageoont 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 


Roi  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Draft  Resource  Management  Plans 


Dear  Sirs) 


I would  urge  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  consider  the  recommendations 
made  by  the  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Commission. 


sincerely, 

."N 


Frank  P.  Maldonado,  M.D. 
FPM/ma 
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39 

941041 


David  Suxjt,  RMP/XIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  at  Lasd  Mana^emeat 
1717  Weat  2Dd  Street 
RoeweH,  New  Mexico  88201 

Dear  Mr.  Stout 

Plea3e  accept  the  foOowu^  coouaeoU  coocertuAg  the  RorweU  Reaourcc  Mafia^erseDt 
PIjlu.  Is  addition,  I txjpport  the  ooenmeota  oT  the  New  Mexi»  Oil  and  Caa  Asaodatioo  and  the 
Isdepeodeot  Petroleum  Aaaonatioo  c^New  Mexiax 

L T^e  RMP  does  oot  provide  a true  ahemative  that  foatera  and  promotea  the  wise  use 
the  reaourcea  on  public  lasda.  7^  RMP  abould  escoura^  aod  proc^te  the  ecooocuc  beoefidal  use  o( 
the  lasda  asd  provide  the  med^niazn  Tor  isdivSduala  asd  compasiea  to  lecure  Arat  permita  to 
explore  for  aod  develop  the  mioeraj  resources,  to  secure  rigbta  of  wits  aod  easemeola,  aod  to  slQow 
the  grazing  of  Ijveetock. 

L The  RMP  caBi  for  tDort  oversight  asd  regulaiion  oo  resource  uaen,  whes  h 
on  rudder  coaoAgemeot  aheroativea  that  reduce  oversighl  *jvt  regulaiiou  BT  J>f  »>wmid  not  aei  forth  a 
maoageisent  plaa  that  caRa  for  additional  federal  empAojeea.  T^  RMP  should  aet  forth  a pUs  to 
reduce  the  number  of  empJoTeea  Deeded  to  masage  the  publk  Mods  is  Southeastern  New  Mexico. 

3.  Congresa  has  alread)r  set  aside  acreage  deemed  lignificaot  on  a to 

preserve  unique  resources  found  ia  Southeastern  New  Mexico  and  BLM  has  had  an  ^portunit7  to 
declare  Wilderness  Study  Areas  under  FLPMA.  The  aitempt  by  RI  M to  informaH^  '^ihdrmw'  Unda 
from  resource  users  by  forcing  oo  surface  occupancy  slipulatiooi  oc  o2  and  gas  over  large  tracts 
ofland  is  strongly  objected  to  and  U not  neceaaary.  The  RMP  should  limit  the  a-eas  aulgect  to 
special  stipulatiooa  The  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Coocem  proposed  in  the  RMP  art  not 
neceasary  and  shoxJd  not  be  established. 

A.  The  cave  and  harst  areas  are  too  broad  aod  the  acreage  included  ia  toe  expansive.  The 
restricUoQj  imposed  on  drilling  are  overly  burdensome,  economically  v^easible,  and  not  supported  by 
good  science. 

6-  The  praine  chicken  and  liiard  habitat  areas  should  not  preclude  oil  and  gas  operations 
and  grazing  of  Uvestock.  The  eiisiing  liming  resirictiooa  oo  oil  and  gu  operations  should  not  be 
expanded,  should  be  limited  to  an  area  around  a known  inhabited  Bte.  and  be  based  oo  proven 
aoentific  evidence  that  such  operations  negatively  impact  the  ipedea.  The  protected  area  aod 
scipulatiooj  should  be  reduced  upon  evidence  that  the  chicken  populadoo  is  increasing 

6.  The  BLM  must  not  assume  that  ofl  and  gas  operations  adNeraely  impact  another 
reaource.  Impacts  must  be  based  on  evidence  and  acieotifje  proof,  not  speculatioD  and  coryecture. 
Livestock  graimg,  oO  and  gai,  and  other  beneGciaJ  uses  are  compatible  with  the  environment  and  are 
not  detrimental  to  the  ecosyetem. 


NOTE:  This  letter  is  representative  of  a form  letter 
distributed  and  collected  by  the  Resource  Users 
Coalition.  About  2,200  copies  of  the  letter  were 
submitted.  Except  for  the  sample  of  the  form  letter 
printed  here,  the  form  letters  will  not  be  printed  in  this 
document.  The  list  of  individuals  who  signed  the  form 
letter  is  available  for  review  at  the  Roswell  District 
Office,  but  will  not  be  printed  in  this  document. 

39-1  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
of  1976  (FLPMA)  calls  for  the  BLM  to  manage  the 
public  lands  for  the  production  of  commodities  (oil  and 
gas,  coal,  timber)  and  to  preserve  and  protect  certain 
public  lands  in  their  natural  condition,  to  provide  food 
and  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife  and  livestock,  and  to 
provide  opportunities  for  outdoor  recreation  and  human 
occupancy  and  use.  We  believe  the  Roswell  RMP 
does  encourage  the  wise  use  of  the  public  lands,  while 
adhering  to  the  mandates  of  FLPMA.  For  example, 
under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  96  percent  of  the 
public  lands  remain  open  for  oil  and  gas  leasing. 
More  than  99  percent  of  the  BLM-managed  mineral 
estate  would  remain  open  to  mineral  entry  under  the 
mining  laws.  Livestock  grazing  remains  basically 
unchanged.  Of  the  AUMs  that  would  be  affected 
under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  we  estimate  a 
maximum  of  only  3,446  (about  1 percent  of  the 
licensed  use)  would  be  affected  by  BLM  management 
proposals.  About  34,260  AUMs  could  be  transferred 
from  BLM  administration  to  private  administration  if  ^ 
the  land  disposals  discussed  in  the  plan  actually  were 
accomplished.  These  are  but  a few  of  the  many 
examples  where  our  proposed  actions  really  affect  a 
very  small  amount  of  the  public  lands,  with  the 
remainder  of  the  public  lands  remaining  open  for 
continued  use  by  the  public. 


7.  Th«  economics  and  econocnic  impact  must  be  ana^yted  in  deuiL  TV  RMP  does  not 
adequately  consider  the  impart  of  the  Altemativet  oo  the  economic  weQbeiog  of  the  communities  id 
Southeastern  New  Metico  and  West  Texas  and  the  people  who  live  and  transact  business  bere. 

8-  The  BLM'i  focus  ihould  be  oo  multiple  use  and  austained  yield  of  the  resources  on  the 
public  lands,  as  re^^uired  by  FLPMA.  TTie  RMP  focus  is  oo  peeservmtion  and  ooouse,  which  is  a waste 
of  public  resources  and  expensive  to  administer. 

Please  consider  these  comments  aod  revise  the  RMP  to  eooourage  oil  aod  gas  expioratioo  and 
production  and  grazing  by  bveatock. 

Yours  very  truly, 


39-2  We  made  an  effort  in  the  RMP  to  compile  in  a 
single  location  and  disclose  the  management  that  has 
been  ongoing  and  that  is  proposed.  This  is  being 
misconstrued  as  being  more  restrictive,  requiring  more 
oversight  and  regulation.  (Incidentally,  this  plan 
proposes  no  regulations.  The  function  of  an  RMP  is 
to  implement  existing  regulations,  not  change  them,  or 
propose  new  ones.)  A substantial  part  of  the 
management  proposed  in  the  RMP  has  been  ongoing 
for  years,  and  we  are  proposing  to  continue  that 
management.  We  added  no  staff  for  the  preparation 
of  the  RMP/EIS;  the  document  has  been  prepared  with 
existing  staff.  Likewise,  we  are  not  proposing  any 
increase  in  staffing  to  implement  the  RMP.  In  fact, 
we,  like  all  federal  agencies,  are  experiencing  a 
decline  in  the  number  of  our  employees  and  our 
funding.  Nevertheless,  we  expect  to  be  able  to 
implement  the  RMP  with  existing  staff.  And,  we  do 
not  anticipate  receiving  increases  in  funding  for 
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purposes  of  implementation.  Any  unusual  or  special 
budget  needs  over  and  above  our  base  programs  v\/ill 
be  in  competition  with  other  land  use  plan 
implementation  proposals  for  a share  of  the  national 
BLM  budget. 

39-3  Two  Wilderness  Study  Areas  were  designated 
under  The  Federal  Land  Management  and  Policy  Act 
(FLPMA)  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  The  WSAs 
are  in  the  western  portion  of  the  Resource  Area, 
encompassing  the  Carrizozo  Lava  Flows.  There  are 
other  sites  in  the  resource  area  that  have  special 
values  and  require  special  management  attention, 
which  do  not  meet  the  wilderness  criteria  specified  in 
FLPMA.  The  FLPMA  addresses  ACECs  in  Section 
102  (a)(11).  Section  201  (a),  and  Section  202(c)(3), 
and  in  those  sections  gives  high  priority  to  the 
identification,  designation  and  protection  of  ACECs. 
The  five  proposed  ACECs  do  not  affect  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  existing  leases.  For  future  leasing, 
proposed  management  of  the  five  ACECs  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative  applies  no  surface  occupancy 
(NSO)  to  about  8,928  acres.  Proposed  management 
of  the  ACECs  would  close  about  52,500  acres  to 
future  leasing,  including  about  27,600  acres  at  Fort 
Stanton,  which  already  is  closed  and  has  been  for 
many  years.  And,  more  than  half  of  the  acreage 
proposed  for  closure  is  in  areas  of  low  or  moderate 
hydrocarbon  potential.  The  acreage  affected  by  NSO 
or  closure  to  leasing  is  less  than  3 percent  of  the 
BLM-managed  surface  available  for  oil  and  gas 
leasing.  We  believe  the  proposed  ACECs  are 
necessary,  based  on  the  significance  of  the  special 
natural  resources  present  in  those  areas  and  the 
management  emphasis  needed  for  them. 

39-4  Areas  of  cave  and  karst  occurrence  potential 
were  developed  to  provide  current  information  about 
the  likelihood  of  the  presence  of  cave  or  karst 
resources.  High  potential  areas  are  based  on  known 
features  and  high  densities  of  caves  or  karst.  Medium 
potential  areas  are  based  on  known  soluble  rock  that 
could  support  the  development  of  caves.  Low 
potential  areas  are  the  remainder  of  the  lands.  Simply 
because  an  area  is  identified  as  having  potential  for 
cave  or  karst  occurrence  does  not  mean  that  the 
entire  area  has  those  features. 

There  are  approximately  83,300  acres  in  the  Roswell 
District  that  have  restrictions  on  oil  and  gas 
development  for  cave  or  karst  reasons.  These 
restrictions  are  applied  on  a case-by-case  basis.  The 
restricted  areas  amount  to  about  2 percent  of  the 
surface  managed  by  the  BLM  and  about  0.8  percent 
of  the  federal  mineral  estate  in  the  Roswell  District. 
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The  mitigation  measures  that  are  proposed  for  cave 
and  karst  resource  protection  are  based  on  work  done 
jointly  by  the  oil  and  gas  industry  and  the  BLM.  Most 
of  the  measures  reflect  current  practices. 

Refer  also  to  response  29-26. 

39-5  The  Mescalero  Sands  ecosystem  in  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area  is  the  only  area  on  public  lands  in  New 
Mexico  that  supports  viable  populations  of  lesser 
prairie  chicken  and  the  sand  dune  lizard.  The 
management  of  land  use  activities,  and  not  Just  oil  and 
gas  and  grazing,  is  needed  to  protect  crucial  habitat  to 
ensure  the  continued  existence  of  these  species,  and 
to  avoid  having  them  listed  as  threatened  or 
endangered.  At  the  same  time,  the  management  of 
these  habitats  is  not  precluding  oil  and  gas  operations 
or  livestock  grazing.  The  Biodiversity  Legal 
Foundation  has  submitted  a petition  to  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  to  list  the  lesser  prairie  chicken  as 
a threatened  species  within  its  known  historic  range  in 
the  United  States. 

The  management  of  lesser  prairie  chicken  must  be 
evaluated  on  a regional  basis.  Neighboring  states 
such  as  Colorado  and  Texas  have  experienced  drastic 
declines  in  their  lesser  prairie  chicken  populations. 
Colorado  has  designated  the  lesser  prairie  chicken  as 
a threatened  species.  By  managing  various  land  use 
activities,  the  BLM  would  contribute  to  the  continued 
survival  of  this  species,  and  help  maintain  the 
biodiversity  of  New  Mexico,  as  a whole.  The  fact  that 
we  continue  to  have  a viable  population  indicates  that 
the  protective  stipulations  are  helping  maintain  the 
population.  The  same  habitat  type  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  has  been  extensively  developed  for  oil 
and  gas,  and  now  does  not  support  nearly  the 
numbers  of  lesser  prairie  chicken  found  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area. 

39-6  The  discussion  of  impacts  in  Chapter  4 of  the 
RMP  was  prepared  by  professional  BLM  staff  who 
have  strong  educational  and  practical  experience 
backgrounds  in  their  respective  fields.  Much  of  our 
work  is,  in  fact,  based  on  scientific  principles  and  our 
management  is  often  based  on  the  findings  of 
universities  and  other  organizations  who  use  science 
as  the  basis  for  their  activities.  The  apparent 
emphasis  in  Chapter  4 on  the  impacts  resulting  from 
oil  and  gas  development  stems  from  the  fact  that  the 
most  widespread  cause  of  surface  disturbance  in  the 
Roswell  District  is  the  development  of  oil  and  gas,  with 
its  attendant  well  pads,  production  facilities,  roads  and 
pipelines.  Surface  disturbance  is  a primary  cause  of 
impacts  to  cultural  resources,  wildlife  habitat, 
vegetation,  soil  and  water,  and  other  natural 
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resources. 


39-7  Using  the  data  available  to  us,  we  determined 
that  our  management  proposals  would  have  little  effect 
on  the  economy  or  lifestyle  of  Southeastern  New 
Mexico.  In  the'RMP,  we  asked  for  additional 
information  from  people,  if  they  believed  our  analysis 
was  in  error.  We  have  not  been  presented  with  new 
facts  that  lead  us  to  believe  our  conclusion  is  faulty. 
(We  have  received  additional  socio-economic 
information  and  have  used  that  to  bolster  the  socio- 
economic analysis  in  Chapters  3 and  4 of  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS.)  We  believe  the  economy  of 
Southeastern  New  Mexico  is  certainly  holding  its  own, 
if  not  growing.  The  public  lands  directly  provide 
opportunities  for  thousands  of  jobs  in  mining, 
agriculture  and  recreation/tourism  and  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  revenue.  We  do  not  believe  our 
proposals,  especially  under  the  Preferred  Alternative 
would  change  that  situation.  In  fact,  it  is  market 
pressure  in  the  oil  and  gas,  mining,  livestock  and 
tourism  industries  that  really  determines  the  health  of 
the  economy;  the  RMP  does  not  affect  market 
pressure. 

39-8  The  focus  of  the  RMP  is  on  multiple  use  and 
sustained  yield,  as  required  by  law.  There  is  a 
difference  of  opinion,  however,  on  what  is  multiple 
use.  Some  people  believe  it  is  commodity  production. 
The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
contains  a rather  lengthy  definition  of  multiple  use.  A 
key  part  of  that  definition  is;  "...a  combination  of 
balanced  and  diverse  resource  uses  that  takes  into 
account  the  long-term  needs  of  future  generations  for 
renewable  and  nonrenewable  resources,  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  recreation,  range,  timber,  minerals, 
watershed,  wildlife  and  fish,  and  natural  scenic, 
scientific  and  historical  values..."  We  have  taken  care 
to  ensure  that  all  the  uses  of  the  natural  resources  of 
the  public  lands  are  addressed  and  that  the  use  of 
those  resources  are  balanced. 
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&«vld  Stout,  KMF/CIS  T««b  letdtr 
Burolo  of  Land  Kana^anont 
Roavall  District  Offlct 
1717  Vost  Socond  Stratt 
Boivoll,  NM  8S201-20I9 

lEi  Draft  Itiourco  )i«na9<a«nt  Plan/Environscntal  Inpact  Statasent 
8LM-KK-?T- 94-0009-44 10 

Doar  Hr.  Stout, 

This  it  to  foroBlly  tdvitt  that  I ttrongly  oppoia  tha  anactaant 
of  any  of  tha  unlawful  and  unconstitutional  physical  and  ragulatory 
takings  propotad  by  that  agancy  in  tha  captionad  600-paga.  locally 
contrlvad  oaniftato. 

Vhila  it  Bay  bo  a ralativaly  tieple  task  for  tht  hundtads  of 
othorviao  undarvorkod  'apodal i ata * in  that  offlct  to  coapllo  auch  a 
volualooua  tpistlt  of  rapatitiva,  ona  sizt  fits  all  noBcnclaturas ; 
ait-out  tha  prascribod  tloa  allottad  In  which  thosa  advaracly  affoctod 
by  it  say  raspoad:  disragard  thosa  rasponsas,*  and  anact  whichaver 
plan  Socratary  Babbitt  stlactad  bofora  t.ha  whola  daar.ad  "pony  and  dog 
shov*  was  initiatad.  the  physical  anforcasant  cn  tha  ground  or  in  the 
Courts  will  fall  bocsusa  Xoaricans  prefer  fraedos  to  ccBnunisa. 

lefarring  to  Page  4-68,  Paragraph  1 in  the  subject  atanifeito, 
vhorain  that  agency  rhetorically  attempts  to  redefine  affected  citizens' 
Constitutionally  protected  rights  as  des : res  and  wants . than  asserts 
it  has  Sola. discretionary  authority  to  grant  or  deny  thosa  Cod-given 
rights,  that  bit  of  arrogant  deception  It  alrott  as  subtle  as  a large 
place  of  fecal  aatarial  lo  a punchbowl,  it  does,  however,  speak 
voluaas  with  raapact  to  how  patty  tyrants  such  as  Adolph  Hitler  and 
Joseph  Stalin  ware  able  to  aatabllsh  and  axarciaa  coaplata  dominion 
over  otherwise  Intelligent  people.^ 

Tht  Courts  have  consistently  held  that  regulatory  takings  such 
at  those  which  will  occur  if  the  subject  proposals  are  enacted  art 
unlawful  unless  those  who  art  affected  by  those  actions  are  justly 
coapensated.  Presidential  Executive  Order  12630,  March,  1986, 
requires  federal  agencies  coaplete  a Takings  lepllcations  Assetssent 
(TIA)  to  detereine  if  the  expense  of  justly,  coapensatlng  for  those 
takings  vill  be  in  the  publics'  (taxpayers')  best  interest.  More 
recently,  on  last  Noveeber  8th,  the  Aaerican  people  went  to  the  polls 
and  overwheleingly  rejected  politicia.ns  who  percieved  that  it  was 
•politically  correct"  to  arrogantly  and  condescendingly  disregard 
their  wants  and  desires  as  well  as  their  Const : tut iona I l y protected 

T Kinutes  of  a Special  Energcncy  Meeting  of  Lincoln  County  CobjbI ss  1 oner s 
April  8.  1993,  Page  248,  Para  6 - Attached  to  BIM  HOU  MM-373. 


Note;  The  attachments  to  the  comment  letter  have  not 
been  reprinted.  They  are  available  for  review  at  the 
Roswell  District  Office. 


David  Stout,  Cont'd. 
February  3,  1995 
Page  Two. 


right  to  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness  without  undue 
Interference  free  the  federal  government,  its'  arrogant,  bloated,  and 
unregulated  bureaucracy,  or  any  entity. 

If,  in  fact,  those  are  our  God-given  rights,  as  most  Americans 
and  their  elected  representatives  believe  they  are,  and  each  of  us 
were/are  sincere  when  we  swore  an  oath  to  preserve,  protect,  and  defend 
the  Constitution  against  all  enemies,  foreign  or  domest ic . as  most  have 
done,  then  It  la  not  only  our  right  but  our  obligation  to  oppose  and 
defeat,  by  any  means  available  to  us,  the  gradual  but  persistent  efforts 
by  failed  politicians  and  others  in  the  bureaucracy  who,  being  largely 
unaccountable  to  anyone  outside  the  Executive  Branch  and  its  Cabinet, 
are  completely  dedicated  to  creating,  then  pursuing,  what  they  percieve 
are  "politically  correct"  initiatives  such  as  Rangeland  Reforn  '94  and 
the  more  pervasive  Roswell  manifesto. 

When  DOI  published  materials  in  which  it  referred  to  the  public 
it  Is  mandated  to  serve  as  being  "biological  resources*  and  ’groups"  in 
the  same  context  as  "wildlife  resources"  and  "herds"  it  proposes  to 
micro-manage  "In  the  publics'  interest",  that  rhetoric  not  only  Implied 
the  humans  who  populate  this  country  are  incapable  of  self-determination 
without  its’  guidance  and/or  supervision,  but  it  also  was  intended  to 
confer  upon  that  agency  the  right  and  power  to  "loose-herd"  the  people 
as  if  they  were  animals.  One  must  wonder  where  in  hell  all  these  caring 
and  compass iona te , if  self  indulgent,  jackasses  were  during  the  "great 
depression*  when  the  federal  government  was  destroying  and  burying  fat 
animals  while  the  people  starved. 

A cursory  review  of  correspondence,  news  articles,  public  records 
documents  and  other  published  materials  which  relate  to  the  deteriorating 
relationship  between  BLM’s  Roswell  District  Office  heirarchy,  the 
public,  and  their  elected  local  representatives,  indicates  beyond  any 
reasonable  doubt  that  8LM/00I  has  not  hesitated  to  deceive,  misinform, 
and  lie  in  order  to  Impose  its'  vill  and  exercise  complete  authority 
over  the  public  it  intends  to  manipulate,  not  serve.  For  example,  the 
district  and  state  9LM  offices  negotiated  and  entered  into  a (non- 
binding)  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  Lincoln  County's 
Commissioners  in  return  for  the  dismissal  of  a lavsuit  that  body  had 
filed  against  that  agency.  A correlation  of  that  document  with  the  subject 
Roswell  manifesto  clearly  shows  BLH/DOI  had  no  intention  to  fulfil  any 
of  the  obligations  it  agreed  to.  Instead,  the  attached  BLM  MOU  MM-373 
was  simply  one  of  the  many  breaches-of -f a i th  "tools"  that  agency  has 
deceptively  and  treacherously  used  against  what  they  percieve  to  be 
•politically  Insignificant",  sub-human  "biological  resources"  which  are 
hell-bent  on  destroying  the  planet  if  they  are  not  micro-managed  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  environmentalist  radicals,  or  "cultists”,  who  are 
equally  hell-bent  on  getting  rich  on  books  they  write  and  from  generous, 
tax -deductable  donations. 

If  the  timing  involved  with  releasing  the  troubled  Ranqelend  Reform 
» 94  and  the  captioned  Roswell  manifesto  on  November  4.  1994.  only  four 
days  prior  to  the  national  and  local  elections,  was  intended  to  give 
the  American  people  what  the  "body  politic"  percieved  as  a "politically 
correct"  tld-bit  and  Influence  their  vote,  the  sponsors  not  only  "shot 
themselves  In  their  collective  "butts"  but  mav  have  also  manaoed  to 
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accoaplith  tha 
"cottaga  (and 
anvironmantal 
moat  “ordinary 
dasarvlng.  If 


laa#  raault  on  behalf  of  tha  rapidly  expanding 
White  House)  industry  created  by  and  for  the  radical 
Bovenent  with  Executive  Branch  support.  If  it  does,  then 
citizens  will  agree  it  could  not  happen  to  a more 
intrinsically  phony  and  self-serving  segment  of  society. 


"ajorlty  of  those  "ordinary-  citizens  vho  also  toll 
lid  voLJ  n«f  indicated  vhen  they  vent  to  the  polls 

and  voted  their  conscience  last  November,  they  are  not  nearly  as 
concerned  about  vhat  this  government  promises  to  do  for  them  (at  their 
expense,  of  course)  as  they  are  fearful  about  vhat  iFSay  do  to  them 
If  It  is  permitted  to  continue  the  policy  of  offering  them  “hollov 
prOBlses  in  exchange  for  their  basic.  Constitutionally  protected 
r i gnts . 


with  respect  to  the  typically  bureaucratic  rhetoric  concerning 
What,  at  first  glance,  appear  to  be  vorthy,  if  lofty  and  “intensive- 
management  goals  proposed  in  the  captioned  Rosvell  manifesto  and 
attached,  in  part,  hereto,  the  underlying  Intent  is  to  assert  sole 
discretionary  authority  by  vhich  BLM,  USFS.HS,  EPA,  USES,  and  DOI  vill 
control  all  the  lands  and  the  use  thereof,  vithout  regard  to  vhether 
it  la  public  land,  privately  ovned,  or  ovned  by  the  state.  Not  only 
are  those  goals  fiscally  and  physically  unattainable  by  any  reasonable 
standard,  but  even  assuming  they  vere,  given  the  fact  that  by  lav  they 
are  unenforcable,  no  vorthvhile  governmental  purpose  could  be  served. 

Hopefully,  the  federal  government  vill  maXe  a valid  effort  to 
comprehend  the  message  they  received  from  their  constituents  and  effect 
permanent  repairs  to  a “system"  vhich  has  become  so  intoxicated  vith 
pover  that  it  had  lost  the  capacity  to  serve  (not  to  dehumanize  and 
manipulate)  the  citizens  and  their  elected  local  and  state-level 
representatives.  It  appears  that  progress  is  being  made  in  that 
direction  by  the  Congress  for  the  first  time  in  forty  years  and  'or 
that  ve  are  all  grateful. 


In  the  interest  of  stimulating  interest  and  inviting  substantive 
comments  on  the  proposals  vhich  appear  in  the  captioned  document,  copies 
of  pertinent  portions  thereof  and  the  BLM  MOU  NM-313,  along  vith  this 
letter  are  being  sent  to  appropriate  elected  officials  for  their  reviev 
and  possible  response.  It  vould  be  most  helpful  if  your  agency  vould 
cooperate  in  this  effort  to  generate  input  from  those  vho  might  wish  to 
investigate  the  matter  further. 


fJorbert  D.  McIntyre 
/KDM 


Enel s . 

Copies  to; 

Members  of  Congress 

Elected  State  & Local  Officials 

Interested  Parties. 


Vayne  Price 

1307  trlttany 
8obb«e  KM  ItliO 
S0S-3*3-404( 


Oatei  February  10^  199S 


Kesource  Kanegement  Flan 
Bureau  of  Land  KanageiBent 
1717  ¥.  Socertd 
Koewell,  Few  Mexico  88201 


Befereocei  Ke«  proposed  Maeageaeet  Flea 


Please  accept  thie  letter  at  aa  approval  to  tha  'Vew  Froposed  Masagasaot  Plaa* 
being  proposed  by  your  agency  for  the  Roswell  and  Carlabad  areas. 

X would  hope  that  ey  letter  will  receive  the  sane  priority  ae  that  of  apecial 
intereat  groups. 

I would  like  to  point  out  that  eoet  of  the  people  that  live  in  these  arses  axe 
dependant  upon  and  controlled  by  these  special  intereat  groupa,  such  as  the  oil 
% ranching  induatry. 

In  other  words,  theaa  people  are  not  going  to  expreas  their  true  feelings  in  fear 
of  being  retaliated  against  in  sooe  fore  or  fashion.  I urgently  hope  you 
recognise  this  fact. 

Once  again.  1 approvt  Qf  your  Plan  and  hope  you  will_implt«ept  _it-m 

To  give  you  an  ideal  for  polling  reaaona;  X work  in  the  oil  industry,  I aa  a 
resident  of  104  for  over  30  years,  I aa  a republican,  and  I utilise  BLM  aostly  by 
recreational  activities  such  as  picnicking  and  hunting. 

The  problecs  that  I ancountar  the  aost  is  denied  access  and  haraasment  froe 
ranchers,  and  the  oil  industry  discharging  of  oil  and  produced  water  onto  the 
land. 


X support  aultiple  land  use  in  general,  but  we  Bust  preseirvs  our  land  for  the 
future  of  our  children. 

Thenk  you  very  auch  for  your  time  and  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  or  write. 


Sincerely  yourSm.v«^ 


Wayne  Fries 


Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Bxitd  jStatu  SSaaa 

WAS>«MCmi.  K 3M 


rtbniAry  U,  19IS 


K*.  CoQ«,  District  Msnsger 

turMu  of  taod  KsnA^sasnt 
Kow«Il  District  Offio* 

1717  «.  ftocoDd  Strict 
tosvall,  m M201-2019 

D«sr  Ns.  Cons: 

T as  vrlti»9  to  roqusst  that  th%  tl»e  poriod  for  public 
coMost  os  tho  coabLDsd  Draft  Xotvall  ftasoorca  iisAa^eoent 
91a&/rDVlroa»estaI  iJiMCt  ttstanaot  (1D9/KIS)  and  Draft  Carlsbad 
Rasource  NaDa9e9eat  Rlaa  jms&dB«Qt/lQviron»«Atal  Ijipact  Statemant 
(RXPA/SIi)  bo  apaia  aartroded.  1 a{^rsciato  your  aarliar  extaasioo 
of  this  conant  pariedf  &ov  dut  to  axpira  oo  March  1,  1999,  and 
bopa  that  you  will  oostinua  to  work  with  tho  public  ia  davelopLa^ 
a workabla  plaa  for  maoaglBg  ILN  resourcas  io  tha  Roswall  District. 

JU  yoQ  koow,  cvar  tha  past  savaral  foars,  thara  has  beao  a 
panarally  datariorstin9  public  parceptioa  of  tha  faderal  land 
Baaa^aaaat  a9eDCias  in  Koutham  lew  Haxioo.  Iliis  has  lad  to  tha 
pas»a9a  of  rasolotiods  by  several  county  oonlssloos  within  tha 
Rosvall  District,  and  in  tha  naighboriog  Las  Cmcet  District, 
recasting  that  action  ba  taken  by  tha  ttata  of  law  Mexico  to 
aacura  tha  authority  of  itata  and  local  govarmants  for  control 
over  lands  curraotly  aanaged  by  tha  fedaral  govemaant.  Although 
I do  not  now  support  tha  outright  raleaaa  of  fedaral  landa  to  the 
statai,  aspocially  in  the  absence  of  any  ruling  by  tha  federal 
Courts,  I ^ undarrtaod  tha  frustrstion  felt  by  Aony  lev  Mexicans 
in  thair  daalinga  with  not  only  the  BLK,  but  all  tha  fadaral 
agancias  affactiM  tha  daily  livas  of  many  individaalt  and  snail 
businssses.  Z also  ballsve  that  it  is  a nlstaka  for  federal 
agencies  to  Imora  public  fautiaent  in  the  hope  that  such  negative 
attitudaa  will  aii^ly  disappear. 

It  is  wy  nnderstsndifig  thst  tha  developieant  of  tha  Draft 
kM7/B18-kXPA/sZS  Is  tha  reault  of  over  two  years  of  work  on  the 
part  of  you  and  your  rtaif.  It  is  • very  coaiplax  and  inclusive 
docuaant,  containing  ovsr  S90  pages  of  text  (exclodiog  appendices). 
Tha  table  of  cootenta  alone  is  17  pages  long.  Tn  light  of  these 
recta  alooa,  X balieea  that  tha  brevity  of  tha  currant  consent 
period  la  inappropriate. 

Thia  docvonent  is  a brood  raogiog  plan  intended  to  help  tha  iLii 
in  its  day-to-day  oparstlons.  Consaguently,  in  ita  final  fore  this 
<iocu»ent  Will  have  social  and  econocilc  eonsequancas  for  stany  lew 


Me.  Leslie  Coca 
february  13,  1995 
fage  2 


Mexicans,  and  perhaps  considerable  fiscal  consequancaa  for  tha  BIX 
itself.  1 aa  cencemed  that  these  potential  coosequasces  have  not 
bean  given  adequate  ooosidarstion,  espacislly  as  it  relates  to  an 
overextanaion  of  tha  BIX  to  effectively  manage  tha  resources. 
Additionally,  in  the  view  of  many  of  my  constitneots,  this  document 
saeina  to  be  contrary  to  tha  principle  of  vultipla^usa,  astabliahed 
in  tha  federal  Lands  folicy  and  Management  Act,  especially  in 
relation  to  grating  and  tha  devalopaeot  of  lassabla  minaxala,  such 
as  oil  and  natural  gas. 

In  sum,  due  to  the  length  of  this  draft  document,  its 
potentially  large  lapact  on  southeastern  larw  Mexico,  axvd  the 
genarsl  dlsooncaot  of  tha  local  public,  tha  time  period  for  public 
comneot  on  this  document  siag>ly  ssuat  be  extended.  If  you  have  any 
questions  or  if  T may  be  of  any  sssistanca,  please  do  not  beaitata 
to  contact  Cary  lleha  lo  ay  office  at  (202)  224*7091. 


41  -1 .1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Senator  Domenici 

in  response  to  his 

letter.) 

We  too,  are  concerned  about  the  economic  stability  of 
Southeastern  New  Mexico  and  the  viability  of  local 
industries.  We  extended  the  initial  90-day  comment 
period  to  an  additional  30  days  to  March  1,  1995,  in 
order  to  ensure  that  the  public  had  ample  opportunity 
to  comment  on  our  proposed  plans.  We  mailed  letters 
to  about  1,600  individuals  and  organizations 
announcing  the  availability  of  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA.EIS  and  provided  information  on  how, 
when  and  where  to  comment.  We  have  offered 
individual  briefings  to  service  clubs,  business  and 
industry  groups,  and  other  organizations,  to  aid  in  their 
review  of  the  document.  This  offer  generated  fewer 
than  10  briefings.  We  held  three  public  open  houses 
which  attracted  a total  of  20  people.  We  held  to  public 
hearings,  at  which  29  people  provided  testimony. 
Based  on  these  experiences  we  do  not  believe  further 
extension  of  the  comment  period  would  add  significant 
value  to  the  process.  Please  be  assured  that  we  will 
carefully  consider  all  public  comments  and  testimony 
we  receive  and  that  a copy  of  the  Final  Plan  will  again 
be  made  available  to  the  public. 


States  Senator 


CC:  State  BIX  Director,  Bill  Celkioe 

Actiog  BIX  Director,  Mike  Doabeck 
Secretary  of  tbe  lotexior,  Bruce  Babbitt 

PVD/gkz 
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42 

941082 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roswen,  NM  88210 


Re:  Comments  on  draft  Roswell 

Resource  Management  Plan  / 
Carlsbad  Plan  Amendment 


Gentlemen; 


As  a native  of  Artesia  and  life  long  citizen  of  Eddy  County,  New  Mexico.  I 
hereby  submit  my  comments  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  concerning 
the  draft  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Amendment  to  the 
Carlsbad  RMP  currently  being  proposed.  Concurrently,  I wholeheartedly 
support  the  comments  submitted  by  Yates  Petroleum  Corporation,  the  New 
Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Association,  and  the  Independent  Petroleum 
Association  of  New  Mexico. 

The  RMP  as  proposed  does  not  provide  a true  alternative  that  promotes  the 
wise  use  of  the  resources  on  public  lands.  The  RMP  should  encourage  and 
promote  the  economic  beneficial  use  of  the  lands,  including  but  not 
limited  to  exploration  for  oil  and  gas.  livestock  grazing,  and  mining.  It 
should  provide  the  mechanism  for  individuals  and  companies  to  secure 
leases  and  permits  to  conduct  these  activities  without  burdensome  and 
expensive  restriction  and  regulation. 


2 


The  RMP  calls  for  more  oversight  and  regulation  by  BLM  on  productive 
resource  users,  when  it  should  reduce  bureaucratic  oversight  and 
burdensome  restriction.  BLM  should  not  set  forth  a management  plan  that 
calls  for  additional  federal  employees  but  should  set  forth  a plan  to 
reduce  the  number  of  employees  needed  to  manage  the  public  lands  in 
Southeastern  New  Mexico. 


42-1  Refer  to  response  39-1 . 


42-2  Refer  to  response  39-2. 


Acreage  has  already  been  set  aside  for  wilderness,  a National  Register 
archeological  site.  National  Forests,  and  other  areas  deemed  significant 
on  a national  basis  for  preservation  of  their  unique  resources  in 
Southeastern  New  Mexico.  BLM  has  enjoyed  ample  opportunity  to  declare 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  under  FLPMA.  I object  to  BLM’s  devious  attempt  to 
use  this  planning  process  to  informally  "withdraw"  lands  from  productive 
resource  users  by  placing  tracts  of  land  in  "no  surface  occupancy 
categories,  restrictive  habitat  areas,  and  ACEC's.  The  RMP  should  severely 
limit  the  areas  subject  to  special  stipulations.  The  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  proposed  in  the  RMP  are  not  necessary,  unjustified, 
and  should  not  be  established. 


Large  portions  of  Eddy  and  Chaves  Counties  have  been  placed  into  the  cave 
and  karst  areas.  These  are  far  too  broad  and  the  acreage  included  is  too 
expansive.  The  restrictions  imposed  on  drilling  oil  and  gas  wells  within 
these  areas  are  arbitrary,  burdensome  and  not  supported  by  scientific 
need. 


5 


By  BLM  personnel's  admission  the  Prairie  Chicken  population  has 
increased,  even  during  a period  of  extensive  oil  and  gas  activity,  to  the 
point  that  now  their  desire  is  to  expand  the  restricted  habitat  area.  I 
strongly  object  to  the  increase  of  the  Prairie  Chicken  area  as  proposed  in 
the  RMP,  and  recommend  that  the  area  be  reduced  in  size.  I further  object 
to  the  establishment  of  a Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard  habitat  area  that 
precludes  any  oil  and  gas  operations  or  grazing  of  livestock.  Any  such 
areas  should  be  based  on  hard  proven  scientific  evidence. 


7 

8 


BLM  makes  a basic  assumption  that  oil  and  gas  operations  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  other  resources  and  proceeds  from  there  to  restrict  Productive 
activity  It  is  my  recommendation  that  BLM  change  the  focus  of  this  RMP 
to  one  of  promoting  and  enhancing  the  exploration  for  and  production  of  oil 
and  gas,  as  well  as  livestock  grazing,  in  the  RMP  areas.  Livestock  grazing, 
oil  and  gas,  and  other  beneficial  uses  iis.  compatible  with  the  environment 
and  are  not  detrimental  to  the  ecosystem. 

Economics  and  economic  impact  of  any  restrictive  actions  in  the  RMP  area 
and  affected  Counties  must  be  analyzed  m detail.  The  RMP  does  not 
adeouately  consider  the  impact  of  the  Alternatives  on  the  econoinic  well- 
being of  the  communities  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico  and  West  Texas  or 
the  people  who  live  and  transact  business  there. 

As  reouired  by  FLPMA,  BLM's  focus  should  be  on  multiple  use  and  sustained 
yield  2f  the  resources  on  the  public  lands.  The  draft  RMP  as  PJ^ented  has 
fts  focus  on  preservation  and  non-use.  This  « a waste  of  public  resources 
and  a waste  of  my  tax  dollars. 


42-3  Refer  to  response  39-3. 

42-4  The  cave  and  karst  areas  identify  where  caves 
and  karst  occur  or  where  the  potential  for  their 
occurrence  exists,  based  on  geology  and  other  factors. 
The  size  of  these  areas  is  not  related  to  some  political 
or  planning  requirement,  but  to  the  physical  nature  of 
caves  and  karst.  Large  portions  of  Eddy  and  Chaves 
counties  are  included  in  cave  and  karst  areas  because 
those  areas  exhibit  the  characteristics  of  karst.  Also, 
refer  to  responses  29-26  and  39-4. 

42-5  Refer  to  responses  24-6,  54-2,  78-2  and  78-3. 


42-6  Refer  to  responses  29-40  and  39-6. 


42-7  Refer  to  responses  39-7  and  53-1 . 


42-8  Refer  to  response  39-8. 
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Another  alternative  is  being  submitted  by  a coairtion  of  resource  users. 
This  alternative  places  its  focus  upon  uses  of  the  resources  that  are  more 
reasonable  and  compatible  with  the  wants  and  needs  of  the  citizens  of 
southeastern  New  Mexico.  Please  carefully  consider  and  adopt  the 
Resource  Users  Coalition  alternative. 

Thank  you  for  the  opponunity  to  comment  on  the  management  of  my 
homelands. 


Sincerely,  very  sincerely, 


Randy  G.  Patterson 


43-1  The  parcel  listed  in  your  letter  has  been  added 
to  Appendix  10,  lands  that  may  be  suitable  for 
consideration  for  disposal.  Refer  to  the  Proposed 
Plan. 
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Feb  15,1995 


Dear  Hr  Stout 

Ky  wife  ar^d  I would  like  to  express  an  intrest  in  a five  acre 
parcel  of  land  vest  of  Roswell  on  Xanadu  Rd.  The  legal  description 
of  the  parcel  is  El/2  SEl/4  NWl/4  SWl/4  Sec  33-10-23  We  have  been 
told  that  a letter  of  intrest  to  you  is  the  first  step  in  the 
process  to  obtain  land  from  the  BLK.  I hope  this  is  the  case,  and 
look  fovard  to  hearing  fora  you. 


Thank  You! 

/s/  Kelly  M Corbitt 


Mr  4 Mrs  Kelly  M Corbitt 
602  Willow  Dr. 

Roswell  KM  88201 

622-2353 
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44-1  The  document  cited  in  your  letter  has  been 
added  to  our  list  of  references.  Refer  to  Table  34. 


United  Slates  Department  of  the  Interior  fj 

GEOLOGICAL  SLRVXY 
RESTOS.  VA  2:09: 


In  Reply  Refer  To 
MaJ  Stop  423 


Da%  id  Stout 

Bureau  of  Land  Monagemenr 
Ros^eU  Disinci  Office 
1 7 1 7 West  Second  Street 
Rosudl.  New  Mczico  8St20l-0272 

R.e.‘  Draft  Resource  Manjjjemeni  Plan  En\ Ironmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  RosweU 
Resource  ^rea  and  Draft  Resource  Nlanagement  Plan  AnundntenLXnvironmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Carlibad  Resource  Area. 

Dear  Mr  Stout 

A U S Geological  Sur>c>  publication.  *hich  s^as  apparenU)  used  in  the  preparation  of  this 
document  should  be  irKluded  in  the  '■References.''  beginning  on  p R-I  The  citation  should  read 
as  follONvs 

Bansch- Winkler.  Susan,  editor 

1992  Mineral  and  energy  resourcesof  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Roi^fccM  Resource 
Area,  east-central  Sc*  .Alexico  L'  S Geological  Sur\e>  Open-File  Repon  92-0261. 

153  p . 40  figs  , 22  lanles,  14  -naps.  ! appendus.  map  scale  1,500.000  iSuperseded  b> 

L S Geological  Sur^ev  Builetji  2063» 

If  you  have  xny  quest  1:  ns.  or  requu-e  i t i:".  rnai  irfcm  j:.or.  plco>e  -.cm a..i  Mr  Norrri-in  Wuigord. 
423  National  Center.  Reston.  Mjgm.a  IIC-OC  ‘("0.'’, 

Surtcercly. 


h'EB 


limes  F Dev  ine 
Assistant  Director 
for  Engiricermg  Gcologv 


45 


occ. 


Stile  oi  New  Meiico 
ENERGY.  MINERALS  end  NATURAL  RESOURCES  DEPARTMENT 
Sen'll  f*  Nrw  Meiico  8'SOS 


tAJ.Lt.  /’).  6 one 

941106 


Februa'V  16.  199S 


Mr  Bill  CaiKins 
Stale  Director 

Bureau  cl  Lana  Management 
1474  RcCeo  Road 
P 0 Bex  27115 
Santa  Fe  NW  875C2-OH5 

Dear  W'  Gain. ns 


_ nn 

^^OfUC  fSfF  = 


The  Ne*  Memco  Enefgy  M nerals  ara  Na!j-al  ResOjr:es  Cepahme--i  EM'.RD)  ma^es 
Ihe  -ollowng  corrimenis  lo  the  Bureau  0(  Lana  WanageTem  s (BLV  =3S*eil  Resou'ce 
Area  Draft  Resource  management  Plan  ana  Ca-’scao  Resource  Area  Draft  Rescurce 
Managerr.ent  Plan  Amenament  (RMPj  Our  grealesl  concern  is  i-ai  the  B'_M  f.'.y 
recogn.zes  the  Iremenjous  contriCuiicn  me  oii  ana  gas  .nousiry  has  mage  ana  coniin.es 
10  mahe  to  the  Sti'e  c'  -.e/n  Mexico  Th.,s  s an  moustry  mat  nas  a..r:s;  s.ngiehanaeo  y 
funaeo  the  Slate  s pe-maneni  funa  Ah.ch.  a te  usea  D,  future  gene  atiOhs  lo  finance 
eOucationai  ano  other  stale  programs  The  income  oer  veg  fromi  oi‘  ang  gas  proouction 
affegts  every  citizen  of  Ne»  Mexico  it  is  notjusf  a PeneM  to  so.meas:  :r  "or.hAes:  ‘.eA 
Mex'CO  OCvcusy  me  SlM -as  a g-ea' .r^pac  or  me -es  m.  gf  the  c a-g  gas  .nc  jst-y 
ty  vih-.e  of  Its  ju'isg.ct  or  o.er  suostant.a;  on  ana  gas  p-g-g.c.ng  reg  c-s  -n  :,eA  Mex  cp 

If  the  fra,  Rf/P  a sco.-sges  oil  a-g  gas  epe-a'  p-s  m,  sg.'heasie-  •.sa  Me-  co  -e 
entire  state  a 'it  Suher  To  a .c<0  m,:s  g-sas-g  jS  resutt  Ae  -rge  i-e  E,  M to  cons.cer  a"  g 
agopt  an  altemat.ve  ah  cr  a.Ii  encourage  pii  ano  gas  p'co.ct.or'  z'  'ege^at  tanos  m 
souiheastern  rjeA  r.te.  go  avco  ur-egessary  Oupi  ca' on  o'  reg.jta- ;n  a-o  'e,/  uccn 
sta'e  a-o  local  g;.er-me-'s  -o  p'o/ig?  me  cas  e ','es  an;  cccegures  ccnce'c  ng  c.  5-0 
gas  coe'a'  chs 


P.eac?  ; .e  .-e  a :a  ‘ . -a.e  a-,  g.as’  g-s 

Smeere'y 

U'  h-i* 

Jennifer  A SalisOury 
Caomet  Secretary 

JAS  rm 


45-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Ms.  Salisbury  in 
response  to  her  letter.) 

All  comment  letters  will  be  carefully  considered  by  the 
Resource  Management  [Plan]  Team  prior  to  and 
during  preparation  of  the  Proposed  Plan.  The 
Proposed  Plan  will  be  made  available  to  the  public  for 
a 30-day  review  period. 

For  your  information,  we  have  enclosed  some 
additional  information  concerning  the  draft  plans.  If 
you  would  be  interested  in  a briefing  on  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  for  you  and  key  members  of  your 
staff  or  agency,  we  would  be  pleased  to  provide  one 
at  your  convenience. 
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fU^  ^tLxA*f~-g.-rJ^mt<AM,^A*^rM,>A*^JLu-L^I9:>li^  j.t.lt  -/ 
g^-jywy  . ^^;pLe»  . 

y4o.  . /5>^rT 

i^\JL  On  . &^t^.Jtr^Ai/'^3L^ji. 

U^J,--rU^ U-^^*rn^  2ffH- 

-A<W.  j3mX  A^unn^Mm  <ai»tfV<^/frM^<T^. 

\j-yi- ^tT\a^ , Urt^i  rr^a^C-t^jp-iyv-^J^^^dU  Curunn^Jont^J  y^-*l 
-ikx  \^>t-ilj  ^ y#x.vJW<.^t^-Af»A«»/ 

<a-»iy'<7»t  JfyrU'M^^  <4<^^-^‘e*y,  ^ 

(Tiu-C ^mntyo^tu.  JY'e*-ft*yny-/^iJirrL^  ! 

2?/  /t^y>3i>%^p3e-yUY-y‘i^rr\ryTtAJSli^^Y'^^'^ 

^^'TTUA'T?  /yUt^A. 

'T^OiU y/>l, Jlu**ry ^ '"/ 

2*  Jlcont-mu:  --Yrn. 


TRAKSCRIPTIOH 


46-1  Bureau  of  Land  Management  fence  standards 
stipulate  that  fences  must  be  designed  and 
constructed  in  a manner  that  ensures  adequate  control 
of  livestock  consistent  with  achieving  wildlife, 
recreation,  vegetation  management  and  other  program 
or  resource  objectives.  Fences  for  control  of  cattle, 
only,  must  consist  of  a barbed  wire  fence  of  four 
strands  with  a 42-inch  top  wire  height  and  wire 
spacings  of  16,  6,  8,  and  12  inches.  Fences 
exceeding  42  inches  in  height  pose  serious  problems 
for  the  movement  of  deer.  Fences  in  excess  of  42 
inches  significantly  increase  adult  deer  mortality  and 
prohibit  fawn  and  yearling  movement. 

The  BLM's  fence  standards  are  generated  from 
several  sources:  BLM’s  Engineering  Guide  and 

Specifications  and  Engineering  Standard  Drawings, 
Fences',  Vegetative  Rehabilitation  and  Equipment 
Workshop,  Handbook,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Forest  Service  and  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  October  1987;  and 
Schemnitz,  S.,  ed.  Wildlife  Habitat  Improvement 
Techniques.,  Reprint  of  Chapter  20,  "Habitat 
Improvement  Techniques,"  for  the  Wildlife  Techniques 
Manual,  Fourth  Edition,  1980,  The  Wildlife  Society, 
Inc.,  Washington,  D.C. 

The  BLM  will  continue  to  apply  its  fencing  standards 
on  public  lands.  The  conditions  for  installing, 
constructing  and  removing  fences  on  public  lands  are 
in  43  CFR  4120.3.  There  is  substantial  support  in  the 
form  of  case  law  and  administrative  opinions  for  the 
use  of  BLM  fencing  standards  on  public  lands. 


Nr.  Or  Kr«.  wlllla  Hcinnaa 
HC  30  Box  1498 
Roiwall,  NM  88301 
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r*b  30,1995 


Daar  Sir: 

Wa  hava  livad  and  vorkad  thla  placa  for  many  yaars.  Hy  fathar 
and  Bothar  hoaaataad  hara  In  1930.  I atill  hava  tha  papar  clipplnq. 
Than  By  brothar  run  tha  placa.  Now  I liva  hara  for  twanty-two 
yaara, 

Ha  hava  all  vorkad  vary  hard  bulldinq  fanca,  drlllad  valla 
iBprovad  tha  land  vorkad  on  aroaiona.  But  wa  lova  tha  placa  ao  va 
atay.  Many  othara  couldn't  not  andura  tha  hardahlpa,  ao  thay  aold 
out  and  laft.  It  haan't  baan  aaay. 

But  I baliava  all  tha  new  ragulation  will  )uat  put  tha  flniah 
touch  to  It  all.  It  la  Bora  that  va  can  not  taka  and  aaka  a living. 

Ha  naad  aconoBlc  baneficial  uaa  of  tha  land.  You  hava  put 
aniBala  abova  aan.  AniBala  cannot  provida  for  Ban,  but  Ban  can 
provide  for  the  aniaal  and  feed  tha  world  If  allowed!  It  aeena  you 
have  over  looked  thia  point.  All  thaaa  regulationa  will  put  a atop 
to  progress  and  our  Aaerican  vay  of  living.  The  conaunist  will  taka 
our  country  if  we  are  not  strong! 

The  fanca  regulation  43*  will  not  hold  aninals  but  Mule  Dear 
can  leap  a 53*  fence,  1 know  I hava  aaen  thaal  ^ 

The  10%  or  30%  slope  regulation  on  thia  land  will  aaan  no 
grazing  livestock  because  it  all  slopes  that  Buch. 

Thank  you  for  hearing  ay  conusents. 

Please  revise  Rangeland  Refora  Book  of  Regulations  to 
incourage  econonic  benefit  for  you  and  your  children  as  wall  aa 


Bine!  Thank  you 


/s/  Hillle  Mclnnes 


46-2  The  slope  requirements  in  the  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements  (Appendix  3 of  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS)  are  intended  to  apply  to  surface 
disturbance,  such  as  the  construction  of  oil  well  drilling 
pads,  roads,  or  oil  and  gas  production  facilities. 
Exceptions  to  the  requirement  are  possible  and  have 
been  listed  in  Appendix  3.  Grazing  by  livestock  and 
wildlife  is  not  considered  to  be  surface  disturbance  in 
the  context  of  these  requirements.  We  have  modified 
the  language  in  Appendix  3 to  emphasize  mechanical 
surface  disturbance.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the 
Proposed  Plan. 
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GARY  t JOHNSON 

COVUNOt 


*cc;  Ca>u 


Mr  BM  CalKint 
Statt  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Maiugement 
1474  Rorleo  RotO 
P 0.  Bo«  27115 

Santa  Fe.  New  Mexico  87502-0115 


Dear  Mr.  CaDunt: 


I have  been  advised  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manajetnenfi  (BLM)  Roswelt  Resource 
Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Ptan  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  Amendment  (RMP)  could  have  a negative  rnpact  upon  the  livestock 
industry  and  the  eitractjye  mdustnes  in  southeastern  New  Mexico,  if  the  preferred 
alternative  it  adopted  as  drafted.  The  state  of  New  Mexico  refiet  heavily  on  these 
industries  to  provide  the  economic  stability  upon  which  the  communities  m southeast  New 
Mexico  are  dependent  As  you  know,  many  of  these  cjsmmunrtiet  have  continued  to 
suffer  both  from  the  economic  downturn  m the  o4  patch  that  began  in  the  1980's  and  the 
low  prices  currently  received  lor  potash,  wool  and  beef.  lAMe  the  state  Ijas  made 
significant  strides  to  increate  employment  and  diversify  the  region's  economic  base,  the 
economies  of  the  communities  in  this  region  will  be  adversely  affected  should  federal 
agenoes,  including  the  BLM,  implement  rules  and  regulations  that  reduce  the  amount  of 
aaeage  that  supports  this  cntical  economic  activity. 

The  revenues  the  state  receives  from  the  federal  government  for  leasing  activity  and  from 
production  ere  essentia!  to  Lhe  economy  of  the  state.  Moreover,  the  economic  activity 
associated  with  the  liveslock  and  extractive  industries  on  federal  lands  has  a multiplier 
effect  on  the  slate's  economy  To  ensure  the  continued  vilaOly  of  these  critical  mdustnes 
and  as  such,  the  economies  of  southeast  New  Mexico.  I urge  the  BLM  to  adopt  an  RMP 
that  will  encourage  economic  activity  on  the  millions  of  aaes  of  public  lands  m that  region 
of  the  stale 


Sincerely, 


Governor 


47-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Governor  Johnson  in 
response  to  his  letter.) 

We  too,  are  concerned  about  the  economic  stability  of 
Southeastern  New  Mexico  and  the  viability  of  local 
industries.  We  extended  the  initial  comment  period 
until  March  1,  1995,  in  order  to  assure  that  the  public 
had  ample  opportunity  to  comment  on  our  proposed 
plans.  Please  be  assured  that  we  will  carefully 
consider  all  public  comments  and  testimony  we 
receive  and  that  a copy  of  the  Final  Plan  will  again  be 
made  available  to  the  public.  For  your  convenience, 
we  have  enclosed  some  additional  information 
concerning  these  draft  plans.  If  you  would  be 
interested  in  a briefing  on  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS 
for  you  and  key  members  of  your  staff  or  agency 
heads,  we  would  be  pleased  to  prdvide  one  at  your 
convenience. 
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KCH  •CYNOkO*— **l«>OCNT 
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INCs  — OIL  wccw  oaiLUNfl  cont*acto«i 

m.  o.  tox  i4f«  sotwcu..  Nrw  mcxico  •••€ 

• tm  AJITCaiA.  NM 


Ftbrasry  21 , 1995 

Of  Land  Managenent 
1717  H.  2nd  Straat 
Koavall,  Nav  Maxico  88201 

kTTi  David  Stout 


8Et  BLN'a  *toavall  Kaaourca  Araa  Draft  Baaourca 

Kanagaaant  Plan/Envlronaantal  tapact  Statcnant* 

(RMP/EIS) 


Daar  Davldi 


I as  atrongly  oppoaad  to  tha  rafarancad  plan  proposed  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  HanageBant. 

Tha  BMP/EIS  proposes  to  rasova  thousands  of  acres  of  public 
lands  froB  aconoalc  developaant  under  tha  guise  of 
protecting  tha  anvlronBant.  Furthareora*  it  denies  access 
to  these  lands. 


This  plan  vould  ba  highly  datrlaental  to  the  oil  LV.gaa 
industry  and  to  tha  Stata  of  Nav  Mexico.  It  appears  that  no 
accurate  assessnent  has  bean  Bade  of  hov  this  plan  vill 
negatively  iapact  the  regional  and  state  aconoay. 

It  is  By  opinion  that  tha  RMP/EIS  is  just  another  step  taken 
by  the  BLM  tovards  expanding  its  ovn  bureaucracy.  It  anazes 
ae  that  an  agency  of  a "CovernBent  of  and  for  the  People” 
can  aake  proposals  such  as  RMP/EIS  vhich  clearly  do  not 
benefit  tha  'People”. 


cc:  Senator  Pete  DoBsnici 
Senator  Jeff  filngsBan 
Representative  Joe  Skeen 


48-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Beverly  T.  Carter 
Box  328 

Fort  Suaner,  H.M.  88119 
February  21,1995 


Resource  Management  Plan 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1717  w.  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 

Gentlemen; 


I understand  you  are  reviewing  restructuring  the  use  of 
public  lands  in  Southeast  New  Mexico. 

As  a land  and  mineral  owner  I am  opposed  to  more 
government  regulations  on  the  use  of  public  land  It  would  be 
detromental  to  existing  business  and  discourage  oil  and  gas 
explorations . 


Sincerely, 

/s/  Mrs  Beverly  Carter 


Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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94115ft>>nui7  18,  1995 

V*  (utKlt  th*  roUsvinf  aoaMDti  to  tho  Bar«»«  «f  Uad  lUanimoBt 

Bonoornln*  tho  Hoovoll  Raoouroo  Monogonont  Hon  ond  tho  Corlibod  taondnoat, 

Tho  publlo  hot  onlp  boon  liron  120  doji  to  ruko  tholr  oomonti  on  tho 
W.  Tho  BLK  onplopooo  working  on  thlo  plan  hod  throo  yotro--tho  publlo 
should  hoTO  noro  than  120  diys  to  noJto  *nd  oubr^t  tholr  eort-.e'tii  ST”? 

not  lnclv.d#  % sv-ost'.sn  na**i  b7  tb'  ''.'.'ch 

'A“i9  u*>  or  -fonl«  fron  a*r^ct#d  Industrlts  knd  fron  #r.7lr-nent-l  -rou?s, 

Th*  riAda  by  tha  dlieusalon  and  adriiory  should  htfli  bear. 

Included  In  the  !t3/‘2I5. 

(?agei  2-165)  The  IV7  Implement*  leasonal  reduelaa  of  the  itooking  rate* 
or  no  grating  In  riparian,  wildlife  habitat,  endangered  epecie*  habitat*,  and 
AC3C*.  Thi*  doe*  not  follow  the  Tarlor  Oraiine  Act,  Taylor  Writing  Act 
stabilises  the  lieestock  Industry*  S!!?  would  destabilise  or  even  destroytit* 
(Page*  2-179)  Th*  ?C^r7/3IS  causes  ffreat  financial  busmen*  on  permittee*  who 
grate  full  time  on  publie  lands.  It  usurps  the  water  and  fencing  laws  of 
Kev  Mezioo,  The  Blit  or  forest  Servioe  do  not  have  benefieial  use  0or  water. 

The  focus  of  la  on  non-use  and  preservation  which  is  a waste  of  publie 
resource*  and  la  too  azpensiva  to  admlnlater,  Ths  focus  should  ba  on  multiple 
use  and  suetained  yield  of  th*  resources  on  public  lends,  as  Is  required 
by  ?Lf1tA,  The  economic  Lnpact  of  9'r?  nuet  be  analysed  in  full  detain  JCt? 
would  reduce  the  federal  royaltla*  and  th*  taxes  to  th*  local  co'untiea  and 
tha  atate.  This  would  ba  aconorvieally  datrlmental, 

(Page  U-1 ) frivlromental  eonsequenoee  are  based  on  livestock  and  oil 
induatrraa.  It  ia  writtan  in  theory  or  pseudo-acienee.  It  doea  not  consider 
floods,  droughts,  or  other  natural  diaaateral  It  haa  to  be  based  on  faot-- 
oot  theory  or  speculation! 

The  Area*  of  Critical  !k\viro!nantal  Concern  are  not ;neeessary  and  should 
not  be  established,  Con-^ess  has  already  set  aside  acreage  deened  si^ificant 
on  a national  basis  to  pfeserva  Wiicue  resourcas,  7ne  BLM  has  had  opportunity 
to  declare  ‘Jilderness  Study  .Areas  under  fLFMA,  The  atterapt  to  in^pmally 
"withdraw’'  lands  from  resource  users  is  objected  to  and  is  not  necAssaryl 
Th*  prairie  chicken  and  lizard  habitat  araaa  should  not  precluda  livestock 
grst'ing  or  oil  k gss  operitionsl  The  existing  tininj  restrictions  on  oil  k 
gas  operation*  should  not  be  expanded,  should  be  based  on  provan  acientifie 
• vidance  that  such  operation*  negatively  Impact  th*  species,  and  should  be 
United  to  an  arts  si^jnd  a known  inhabited  site,  Tha  protectad  area  snd 
stipulitiona  eho’ild  be  reduced  upon  evidence  that  tha  chicken  population  is 
increasing, 

R1-:P/2I3  1*  too  breed  in  it*  language.  The  existing  language  would  allow 
for  too  many  changes  now  or  In  the  future.  The  SMP/BIS  is  following  th*  plan 
of  Rangeland  Reform  »9U  final  21S--*ventho  it  haa  not  yat  been  adooted!  Tha 
Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Carlsbad  Anendr.ent  doe*  not  enco’orags 
or  promote  the  economic  use  of  livestock  grazing  or  the  production  of  oil  gc  ga? 

Pleass  consider  our  cements  and  revlee  t.ne  R"?/TI9  to  trcour.-i"*  the 
multiple  use  of  the  rerrarces  of  our  federal  public  land?. 

Sincerely. 

SobbT  ft  Sue  Melton 
?ir.on,  3-3ii 


50-1  The  development  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS 
occurred  over  the  period  of  a few  years  from  the 
official  beginning  of  the  process  in  August,  1989, 
through  the  beginning  of  the  public  comment  period  on 
November  4,  1994.  There  seems,  however,  to  be  the 
belief  that  the  entire  RMP  team  worked  full  time,  day 
after  day,  for  this  entire  period  to  develop  the  RMP, 
that  the  length  of  time  spent  in  developing  the  plan 
somehow  should  be  related  to  the  length  of  the  public 
comment  period,  and  that  there  should  be  an 
extraordinarily  long  comment  period,  as  a result. 
While  the  elapsed  time  of  preparation  was  a period  of 
a few  years,  it  is  absolutely  incorrect  to  say  that  it  took 
two  years  or  more  of  concentrated  work  by  the  team 
to  produce  the  document.  Work  on  the  document  was 
intermittent  during  that  period.  There  were  times  when 
no  work  was  conducted  on  the  RMP  because  of  other 
competing  workloads.  Through  most  of  the 
preparation  period  fewer  than  half  a dozen  people, 
sometimes  only  one  or  two,  worked  with  any  degree  of 
consistency  on  the  RMP.  Obviously,  it  took  longer  for 
one  or  two  people  to  produce  the  document  that  it 
would  have  taken  20  people  full  time  to  do  the  same 
job.  We  feel  the  90-day  comment  period  prescribed 
by  regulation  is  adequate.  That  time,  with  the 
extension  to  March  1,  1995,  should  be  sufficient  for 
adequate  review  and  comment. 

50-2  With  regard  to  the  three  citizen  advisory  groups, 
the  function  of  the  groups  was  to  review  and  comment 
on  RMP  alternatives  proposed  by  the  BLM  planning 
team.  It  was  clearly  stated  in  writing  in  the  groups's 
Charter,  from  the  group's  first  involvement,  that  "BLM 
management  will  make  the  final  determination  as  to 
which  actions  will  be  considered  in  the  various 
alternatives  and,  ultimately,  which  alternative  will  be 
selected  as  the  preferred  alternative."  Comments  and 
suggestions  made  by  the  groups  were  carefully 
reviewed  and  applied  to  the  development  of  the 
alternatives.  Some  concepts  developed  by  the  groups 
are  embodied  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA  or  already  are 
standard  practice.  There  is,  however,  a common 
opinion  that  because  the  specific  words  suggested  by 
one  or  more  members  of  a group  are  not  evident  in 
the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS,  that  the  "RMP  does  not 
include  a single  suggestion  made  by  the  advisory 
groups..."  This  simply  is  misrepresentation. 

50-3  The  management  prescriptions  presented  on 
page  2-165  are:  specific  grazing  systems  would  be 
developed  for  the  Caprock  WHA,  stocking  rates  of 
sheep  would  be  established  in  the  Macho  WHA, 
livestock  grazing  would  be  considered  for  the  Rio 
Bonito  lands,  and  stocking  rates  would  be  adjusted  to 
consider  recreational  use  and  development.  There  is 
no  proposal  for  seasonal  reductions  or  for  no  grazing. 
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Laws  and  other  mandates  affecting  the  management 
of  wildlife  habitat  have  been  implemented  since  the 
passage  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  in  1 934.  Examples 
are  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act,  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  and  Executive  Orders  11990 
(Wetland  Protection)  and  11988  (Floodplain 
Protection).  The  BLM  must  follow  these  and  other 
mandates,  as  well  as  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act. 

50-4  It  has  been,  and  continues  to  be,  BLM  policy  to 
follow  state  water  law  procedures  to  administer  state 
appropriative  water  rights  on  BLM  land.  As  Table  101 
in  the  Draft  RMP  indicates,  the  vast  majority  of  waters 
in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  are  for  livestock  and 
wildlife  watering.  The  New  Mexico  State  Engineer 
finds  these  to  be  beneficial  uses.  Also,  refer  to 
response  28-31 . 

50-5  Refer  to  response  39-8  and  39-7. 

50-6  Chapter  4 (environmental  impacts)  analyzes  the 
effects  of  the  various  alternatives  on  the  resources 
described  in  Chapter  3 (the  affected  environment). 
The  alternatives  propose  actions  over  which  the  BLM 
has  control.  The  BLM  already  has  in  place  policies 
and  practices  for  adjusting  our  management  of  the 
public  lands  when  necessary  because  of  such  things 
as  drought  or  infestations  of  insects. 

50-7  Refer  to  response  39-3. 

50-8  Refer  to  response  39-5. 

50-9  The  intent  of  the  RMP  is  to  provide  general 
guidance  for  management  of  the  public  lands  over  the 
next  20  years.  The  guidance  must  be  general  to  allow 
for  changes  in  management  necessitated  by  new  laws 
and  regulations  and  changing  conditions  in  natural 
resources.  While  some  of  the  topics  discussed  in  the 
RMP  are  the  same  as  those  discussed  in  the 
documents  prepared  for  Rangeland  Reform,  it  is 
incorrect  to  say  that  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP  follows  the 
plan  of  Rangeland  Reform.  The  RMP  was  prepared 
separately  from  and  did  not  include  Rangeland  Reform 
documentation.  Both  livestock  grazing  and  the 
production  of  oil  and  gas  are  encouraged  in  the  Draft 
Roswell  RMP.  The  production  of  oil  and  gas  js 
encouraged  in  the  Draft  Carlsbad  RMPA.  Livestock 
grazing  and  oil  and  gas  production  will  continue,  in 
most  cases,  as  they  have  in  the  past. 
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?»bruir7  13,  19®5 


I ixibmlt  th«  follovlng  eom^ntt  to  tho  Burotu  of  Lond  K*n*ff«r»«nt 
oncoming  th*  !loawell  Renurc#  Minoganant  Plan  and  tho  Carlabtl  .tnen«lnant. 

^ortad  thraa  Tiars  to  eona  uo  t'-^t  -%ian 

•'  “^'=‘  !*''>  -‘t—  t-  =-b-l':  V.*;'- 

^?/._.  ...  , 
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^ "**"**  ) ^0  RMP/BIS  Inplsn^.it*  soasonel  roduc*""  of  stoc'cln'’ 

A..Cs.^  r-.ls  doe*  njt  folio-  the  'i-lor  'Iretln-  Act!  The  '»-’or 

i"'  ’■'  e;t-ills'-.o(J  to  at'billi!  -ho  livertoch  ■.-ic-et~.  (’e-»s 

■ ■•*  ’ ■ :'--.ld  destotllli,  or  even  destroy  the  llvsttoc'-  Ino'-stro 

■-”*At  flnencltl  burdens  on  pomittoos  uho  -rose  ^all  tlrii' 
’q?.V'  l^dj.  It  usurps  the  w»ter  end  fencing  lews  of'’’Iow  Kexlco. 

' hi.  or  -orost  Service  doss  not  heve  beneflelel  use  'o-  ‘he  viter 

non-use  end  oresorvetlon  which  li  e wsste  of  public 
Oi-ces  end  Is  ,oo  expensive  to  edninlster.  The  focus  s'-o-’d  be  on 
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Tha  envirc-antal  consaoua.nces  are  bcsad  on  ' 
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51-1  Refer  to  the  response  to  letter  #50. 
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52-1  Refer  to  response  50-2. 
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Middl*  Arroyo  Ranch 
Rout*  1,  Box  229  T 
Rosv«U,H«w  Mexico  86201 

The  BUI  vorAed  on  the  RKP/EIS  for  1095  days  and  gave  us  120 
days.  The  BLM  had  discussions  groups  sade  up  of  citizens  from 
Industries  and  envlromental  people.  They  did  not  use  one  suggestion 
Bade  by  these  groups. 

This  was  public  Boney  used  for  these  aeetlngs  and  nothing  was 
used  for  the  RMP/EIS. 

/a/  Kap  Kelley 
Roswell 
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Fetrjary  21,  1995 

Oavid  Stout,  SXr/ilS  Tear.  Leader 
3-reau  of  L^nd  vanacer-ent 
Rorwell  District  Office 
I*’!'?  w.  :nd  Street 
Roswell,  '.y.  33201 

RE:  Con-.ents  on  RM?  for  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area 


Dear  Mr.  Stout; 


The  Eddy  County  Board  of  Cocmissioners  has  adopted  Resolution 
R-95-23  asking  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  current  proposed 
R.K?  EIS  for  oil  and  gas  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area,  we 
would  like  to  subrut  specific  reasons  for  this  request  at 
this  cir»e. 


The  proposed  RM?  would  effect  the  econonry  of  the  County  in 
the  following  ranner  by  closing  la.nds  that  are  currently  open 
for  drilli.ng  a.nd  exploration: 

1.  Closures  would  directly  effect  the  return  of  ovonies 
to  the  State  and  County  from  royalties  collected.  All 
alternatives  propose  closures,  some  mere  than  others, 
resulting  in  less  of  revenue. 

The  industry,  itself,  would  be  effected  by  a mass 
exod'-s  of  gas  oil  related  businesses  to  a less 
restrictive  atmosphere  resulting  in  loss  of  money  into 
the  local  econcmies. 


3 

4 


We  would  propose  using  the  current  standards  as  a plumb-line 
a.-.d  ask  for  alternatives  to  be  developed  creating  less 
restrictions  on  the  oil  i gas  industry. 

The  proposed  RMP  alternatives  do  not  encourage  or  promote  the 
econccuc  use  of  livestock  grazing.  Following  is  support  for 
this  position: 

1.  The  alternatives  would  implement  seasonal  grazing  or 
DO  grazing  in  proximity  of  riparian  areas,  wildlife 
habitats,  and  ACEC's  or  in  areas  where  there  is 
suspected  presence  of  threate.ned  or  endangered  species. 


53-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mr.  Mobley  in 
response  to  his  letter.) 

Your  letter  was  in  reference  to  the  Draft  Carlsbad 
Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment 
(RMPA)/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  We 
are  somewhat  confused  by  your  resolution  and 
comments,  since  the  RMPA  addresses  only  oil  and 
gas  management.  The  Carlsbad  RMP  of  1988,  is  still 
in  effect  for  other  management  activities  in  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area,  such  as  livestock  grazing 
and  areas  of  environmental  concern. 

We  believe  there  has  been  some  misinformation 
circulating  about  the  RMPA  that  is  resulting  in 
misunderstanding.  We  offer,  again,  to  meet  with  you 
and  other  Commission  members  to  discuss  the 
specifics  of  your  concerns  with  the  RMPA.  We  believe 
such  a meeting  is  the  best  way  to  clear  up 
misunderstandings  and  to  discuss  exactly  what  is 
proposed  in  the  plan.  In  the  meantime,  we  have 
enclosed  some  additional  information  about  our 
proposals  for  oil  and  gas  management  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area. 

With  regard  to  your  comments  about  water  sources  for 
municipalities,  villages,  and  small  rural  water  co- 
operatives, we  believe  that  only  Carlsbad's  water  wells 
are  located  on  public  land  administered  by  the  BLM. 
As  far  as  we  know,  other  municipal  water  sources  in 
Eddy  County  are  on  private  or  state  lands.  If  you  are 
aware  of  other  municipal  water  sources  that  are  on 
public  lands  under  the  administration  of  the  BLM, 
please  notify  us  of  that  fact,  along  with  any  restrictions 
on  use  that  you  would  like  to  propose.  We  will 
address  those  situations,  as  appropriate. 


We  believe  a meeting  would  be  the  best  way  to 
address  your  concerns.  If  you  want  to  schedule  a 
meeting,  please  contact  [us].  We  look  forward  to 
meeting  with  you. 


Specific  responses  to  letter: 

53-2  We  believe  there  will  be  little  effect  on  the  oil 
and  gas  industry  from  our  proposals,  and  certainly  we 
do  not  believe  there  would  be  a "mass  exodus  of 
gas/oil  related  businesses"  from  Eddy  County.  The  oil 
and  gas  industry  is  affected  by  market  pressure,  and 
that  will  continue  to  be  the  driving  force  behind  the 
health  of  the  industry,  not  the  proposals  in  the 
RMPA/EIS. 

The  closures  to  leasing  under  our  Preferred  Alternative 
in  the  Draft  only  amount  to  about  16,100  acres  more 
than  is  closed  now;  much  of  this  is  in  Eddy  County. 
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The  total  proposed  for  closure  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative  is  about  106,900  acres.  Of  this,  only  about 
31,400  acres  are  under  surface  administered  by  the 
BLM;  the  remainder  is  under  lands  managed  by  the 
National  Park  Service,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Energy,  New  Mexico  State  Parks, 
and  other  agencies.  The  31 ,400  acres  is  less  than  1 .5 
percent  of  the  federal  mineral  estate  underlying 
surface  managed  by  the  BLM.  This  means  that  98.5 
percent  of  the  federal  mineral  estate  under  BLM 
surface  still  would  be  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing 
under  our  Preferred  Alternative.  And,  the  proposed 
leasing  closures  apply  only  to  future  leasing,  not  to 
existing  leases.  Some  of  the  areas  proposed  for 
closure  may  already  be  leased  and  it  could  be  a 
substantial  period  of  years  before  those  leases 
terminate  and  would  be  considered  for  re-leasing. 
Surely,  this  amount  of  acreage  proposed  for  closure  to 
leasing  is  not  too  much  to  offer  in  support  of  the 
mandates  of  multiple  use  and  the  protection  of 
sensitive  natural  resources. 

We  project  that  during  a 20-year  period,  4,785  oil  or 
gas  wells  would  be  drilled  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource 
Area.  During  the  same  20-year  period,  we  project 
under  our  Preferred  Alternative  that  127  wells  would 
not  be  drilled  because  of  closures  to  leasing.  Among 
the  127  would  be  some  number  of  dry  holes,  or  wells 
that  were  not  capable  of  economic  production.  This 
estimate  is  based  on  the  entire  affected  acreage  in  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area.  Thus,  some  of  these  wells 
would  have  been  drilled  on  lands  managed  by  the 
Department  of  Energy,  U.S.  Forest  Service  or  other 
agencies,  not  just  on  the  BLM-managed  surface. 
While  every  potential  well  is  important  to  the  oil  and 
gas  industry,  this  does  not  seem  to  be  an 
unreasonable  number  of  wells  given  up  to  provide  for 
the  multiple  use  of  the  public  lands  mandated  by 
FLPMA.  Contrary  to  reports  in  the  local  media  about 
our  influence  on  the  grocery  stores  and  drug  stores  of 
Southeast  New  Mexico,  we  expect  that  not  drilling  127 
wells  out  of  nearly  4,800  (less  than  3 percent)  would 
not  have  a major  economic  or  social  effect. 

53-3  We  used  current  standards  as  a basis  for 
developing  alternatives.  In  terms  of  surface  use 
requirements,  we  chose  not  to  be  less  restrictive  than 
under  current  management.  We  have  a mandate  not 
only  to  produce  commodities  from  the  public  lands,  but 
to  protect  and  manage  natural  resources  such  as 
wildlife  habitat,  cuitural  resources,  soil  and  water.  We 
realize  that  some  oil  and  gas  producers  would  prefer 
not  to  have  any  constraints  on  their  activities.  There 
are  other  oil  and  gas  producers  who  have  told  us  they 
would  employ  many  of  the  practices  we  prescribe, 
whether  or  not  we  required  them  to,  as  a matter  of 


1-125 


thus  re<]ucln9  AUM'i  and  f*«8  collacted  and  racumad  to 
tha  stata. 

2.  Proposing  provision  of  off-sltt  livestock  vatarlngs 
Is  ephemeral.  This  could  also  be  In  conflict  with 
private  property  rights  and  New  Mexico  water  laws. 

4 

3.  Clroimvention  of  New  Mexico  state  fencing  lave  are 
the  result  of  this  proposal. 

4.  A financial  burden  will  be  placed  on  permitees  who 
graze  on  a full  time  basis  due  to  the  closures  and 
restrictions. 

The  proposed  ACEC's  are  not  necessary  as  Congress  has  already 
set  aside  acreage  on  a national  basis  to  preserve  unique 
resources.  This  Is  a duplicity  of  effort. 

5 

Environmental  consequences  addressed  are  biased  placing 
responsibility  for  problems  on  the  oil  and  gas  iot^stry  and 
livestock  grazing.  The  RMP  theorizes  and  is  based  on 
unproven  science.  It  does  not  address  natural  disasters  such 
at  floods,  drought,  etc. 

6 

The  proposed  alternatives  are  basically  oot  defined  in 
specificity  leaving  it  open  to  indivicJual  interpretation. 
1 Effected  interests  cannot  depend  on  static  definitions. 

7 

1 The  water  sources  of  all  municipalities,  villages,  and  small 
rural  water  co-ops  need  to  be  investigated  for  exclusion 
1 and/or  protection.  ^ 

8 

1 The  cost  of  implementation  of  this  plan  to  the  taxpayers  is 
not  cost  effective  or  good  representation  of  our  tax  dollars 
1 at  work. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  these  ijrportant 
issues.  We  advocate  responsible  use  of  our  resources  and 
would  like  to  protect  our  citizens  and  diverse  cultures. 

Sincerely, 

EDDY  COm/TY  CCeWISSION 

Chainnan 

cc:  Dept,  of  Interior  file 

good  business  practice.  The  vast  majority  of  surface 
use  requirement  that  are  described  in  Appendixes  3 
and  4 of  the  Draft  RMPA  have  been  in  use  for  a 
number  of  years.  They  appear  to  be  "new'  because 
they  have  not  been  compiled  before  in  one  location. 

53-4  On  the  subject  of  livestock  grazing  and  ACEC 
designations,  we  need  to  make  clear  that  the  Carlsbad 
RMPA  does  not  propose  any  changes  in  livestock 
grazing,  nor  does  it  propose  establishing  any  ACECs. 
The  RMPA  addresses  only  oil  and  gas  management. 

53-5  The  discussion  of  impacts  in  Chapter  4 of  the 
RMPA  was  prepared  by  professional  BLM  staff  who 
have  strong  educational  and  practical  experience 
backgrounds  in  their  respective  fields.  Much  of  our 
work  is,  in  fact,  based  on  scientific  principles  and  our 
management  is  often  based  on  the  findings  of 
universities  and  other  organizations  who  use  science 
as  the  basis  for  their  activities.  The  apparent 
emphasis  in  Chapter  4 on  the  impacts  resulting  from 
oil  and  gas  development  stems  from  the  fact  that  the 
most  widespread  cause  of  surface  disturbance  in  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area  is  the  development  of  oil  and 
gas,  with  its  attendant  well  pads,  production  facilities, 
roads  and  pipelines.  Surface  disturbance  is  a primary 
cause  of  impacts  to  cultural  resources,  wildlife  habitat, 
vegetation,  soil  and  water,  and  other  natural 
resources. 


STATS  OP  KEM  MEXICO 

COUNTY  OP  EDOr 

RESOUrriON  NO:  R-95-23 

A RI80L0TX0H  XSXIMO  Til  SUAIAO  OP  XJUTO  MANAGEXXIIT  TO 
WITEDRAH  TU  PROPOSID  RXP  AND  DIV1LOP  nW  ALTtRKATIVIf 
TEAT  SUPPORT  OUE  EXIST  XMO  IMDOSTEIIS  AJTD  LAUD 
EAXAGIKXirr  PLAJIS. 

tOiEREAS,  cht  Deparun«nt  of  Inttrlor,  Sur«au  of 
Kanagem^nc  (BLM)  Is  char9»d  with  tbs  asi^gocDsnc  of  fsOsrsl 
lands  Aod  anloersls  in  N«w  Msxlco,  and 

WHEREAS,  tbs  RoswslI  District  Offics  of  tbs  BLM  has 
vrlttao  a Draft  Resourcs  Kanagamaot  Plan/Envirootnental  Isipact 
Statcoant  for  tbs  Rosvall  Resourca  Araa  and  Draft  Anendmant 
to  the  Carlsbad  Resourca  Hanagesnent  Plan/Cnvlronmental  Ispact 
Statement  (RMP/BIS).  and 

WHEREAS,  tha  Draft  RKP  affects  uses  of  lands  located 
within  Eddy  County,  and 

WHSLEAS,  the  BLM  has  created  an  unfair  advantage  to  the 
public's  determinination  of  the  needs  of  the  resource  area 
try  publishing  a document  which  it  cocaplicated  and  lengthy 
without  allowing  sufficient  time  to  adequately  analyze  and 
loaAe  coument,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  majority  of  the  alternatives  in  the  RMP 
restrict  access  to  federal  lands  within  Bddy  County  that  are 
needed  to  promote  economic  use  by  establishing  additional 
special  use  areas,  ACBC's  and  surface  use  and  occupancy 
requirements  that  place  excessive  stipulations  upon 

exploration,  production  and  livestock  grazing,  and 

WHEREAS,  certain  alternatives  would  put  additional 
burdens  on  existing  stripper  oil  and  gas  production  which  may 
lead  to  premature  ab6indonment , and 

WHEREAS,  certain  alternatives  in  the  RKP,  as  proposed, 
are  economically  detrimental  to  Bddy  County  because  they 
reduce  the  return  of  federal  royalty  revenue  to  the  State, 
and 

WHEREAS,  certain  alternatives  in  the  RHP  are 
econoovically  detrimental  to  Eddy  County  because  they  reduce 
the  economics  of  livestock  grazing  in  the  area,  and 

WHEREAS,  certain  alternatives  in  the  RKP  are 
economically  detrimental  to  Eddy  County  because  they  increase 
bureaucracy  that  will  result  in  inhibiting  growth  within  the 
county,  and 


Chapter  4 analyzes  the  effects  of  the  various 
alternatives  on  the  resources  described  in  Chapter  3 
(the  affected  environment).  The  alternatives  propose 
actions  over  which  the  BLM  has  control.  Obviously, 
we  do  not  have  control  over  "...natural  disasters  such 
as  floods,  drought,  etc."  Our  management  is  not 
causing  a natural  disaster;  we  are  not  producing 
impacts  of  that  type.  Therefore,  we  have  not  analyzed 
the  effects  of  natural  disasters.  The  BLM  already  has 
in  place  policies  and  practices  for  adjusting  our 
management  of  the  public  lands  when  necessary 
because  of  such  things  as  drought  or  infestations  of 
insects. 

53-6  It  is  the  intent  of  resource  management  plans  to 
provided  general  guidance  for  public  land 
management.  One  reason  for  this  is  that  we  have 
another  level  of  land  use  planning  in  the  BLM,  called 
"activity  planning."  Activity  plans  are  site-specific 
plans  that  take  the  general  guidance  developed  in  the 
resource  management  plan  and  apply  that  guidance  to 
a specific  situation.  Examples  of  activity  plans  are 
allotment  management  plans,  recreation  area 
management  plans,  or  habitat  management  plans. 
Another  reason  is  that  the  "life"  of  this  plan  is 
expected  to  be  20  years.  General  guidance  is 
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HKEUAS,  KMF  do«t  not  additff  th*  water  tourcea  of 
all  Bunlclpalitlta,  vlllagea,  and  mil  rural  coopt  (or 
doowitlc  uta, 

HC«,  THESETORZ,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Eddy  County 
Board  ot  Cocniusslor.art  call  (or  the  BU<  to  withdraw  the 
proposed  Dra(t  RMP  and  develop  additional  altematives  lest 
restrictive  that  would  support  the  existing  land  management 
plan. 

PASSED  AND  APPROVED  BY  THE  EDDY  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  CCmiSSIOireRS 
in  an  open  meeting  February  21,  19SS. 

EDDY  COU>n-Y  COeeCSSlON  CHAIRMAN  ATTEST: 


r. 


Karen  Davit.  County  Clerk 


developed  that  would  allow  managers  to  make 
modifications  in  management  based  on  new  data,  and 
changes  in  science,  law  or  national  policy,  without 
having  to  undertake  massive,  expensive,  and  time 
consuming  revisions  of  the  plan.  And,  it  simply  would 
not  be  possible  to  write  a single,  site-specific  plan  for 
the  management  of  all  the  public  lands  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area. 

53-7  See  paragraph  3 of  letter  to  Mr.  Mobley,  above. 

53-8  We  added  no  staff  for  the  preparation  of  the 
RMPA/EIS;  the  document  has  been  prepared  with 
existing  staff.  Likewise,  we  are  not  proposing  any 
increase  in  staffing  to  implement  the  RMPA.  In  fact, 
we,  like  all  federal  agencies,  are  experiencing  a 
decline  in  the  number  of  our  employees  and  our 
funding.  Nevertheless,  we  expect  to  be  able  to 
implement  the  RMPA  with  existing  staff.  And,  we  do 
not  anticipate  receiving  increases  in  funding  for 
purposes  of  implementation.  Resource  management 
plans  are  used  in  the  BLM  as  part  of  the  basis  for 
budget  requests  and  funding  justifications.  Any 
unusual  or  special  budget  needs  over  and  above  our 
base  programs  will  be  in  competition  with  other  land 
use  plan  implementation  proposals  for  a share  of  the 
national  BLM  budget. 
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54-1  Refer  to  responses  39-7  and  53-1 . 


54 

^41169 

^ i Jnc  ® 
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? f >i't 

. W ■ Ann  ttf' t 


Mr.  Dsvld  Stsut 
P.MP/EIS  T«a»  '.««d#r 
Bjreij  of  Land  Kanaqartnt 
1711  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  NH  S«201 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 

After  a review  of  the  BL.M  Ptiwell  M*,-.e9e-ent  Plan  (R.MP)  and  after 
having  atte.-.ded  the  Pubic  Hearinq  on  January  10,  1991,  I hereby 
subnit  the  following  cornenti: 

1)  The  BLM  did  not  give  proper  consideration  to  the  economic 
i.T.pact  that  the  RMP  will  have  on  the  people  and  resources  of 
Southeastern  New  Mexico.  The  BMP  creates  more  oversight  and 
thus  core  burdens  on  the  beneficial  use  and  development  of  the 
resources  by  the  public. 


February  2J,  1991 


2 


2)  The  five  "alternatives"  offered  in  the  RMP  are  not  true 
alternatives.  Each  plan  is  only  slightly  less  hostile  to  the 
business  and  eccr.cpie  environment  than  the  other. 

5)  The  prairie  chicken  and  lliard  habitats  should  not  take 
precedence  over  mineral  extraction  and  livestock  grazing 
operations.  A more  balanced  approach  by  the  BLM  will  allow 
all  habitats,  both  aninal  and  human,  to  eo-exist.  The 
econc.-ic  and  business  environment  should  receive  the  sam.e 
letailiJ  analysis  aS  doas  the  liiard  and  chicken  habitat. 


3 


The  tour.iaries  drawn  for  the  cave  and  karst  areas  are  not 
based  on  good  science  and  are  therefore  too  broad  and 
expansive  in  their  scope.  The  resulting  drilling  guidelines 
are  too  costly  and  burdensome  for  oil  and  gas  development. 


4 


5)  The  underlying  ther.t  of  the  RMP  seens  to  be  that  oil  and  gas 
operaticr.s  are  detriniental  to  the  envircnnent  and  therefore 
should  t#  restricted  and  curtailed.  Hcvever,  the  long  history 
of  oil  and  gas  production  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico 
denonstrates  that  this  industry  is  conpatible  with  the 
environrent  and  can  co-exist  with  e mininurr.  of  adverse  inpect. 


54-2  The  Mescalero  Sands  ecosystem  is  the  only 
area  in  New  Mexico  supporting  viable  populations  of 
the  lesser  prairie  chicken  and  the  sand  dune  lizard  on 
public  land. 

The  management  of  the  lesser  prairie  chicken  must  be 
evaluated  on  a regional  basis.  Neighboring  states 
such  as  Colorado  and  Texas  have  experienced  drastic 
declines  in  their  populations.  Colorado  has  designated 
the  prairie  chicken  as  a threatened  species.  It  was 
once  listed  as  endangered  in  New  Mexico.  Public 
lands  constitute  the  remaining  habitat  that  can  be 
afforded  protection.  Without  habitat  protection 

measures,  the  possibility  for  listing  the  species  as 
endangered,  could  definitely  preclude  any 

development  of  the  lands.  The  Biodiversity  Legal 
Foundation  has  submitted  a petition  to  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  to  list  the  lesser  prairie  chicken  as 
a threatened  species  within  its  known  historic  range  in 
the  United  States. 

The  sand  dune  lizard  is  listed  by  the  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish  as  a state  endangered 
species  under  the  New  Mexico  Wildlife  Conservation 
Act.  Again,  Mescalero  Sands  constitutes  key  habitat 
in  the  state.  The  combination  of  limited  habitat,  spotty 
distribution,  dependency  on  active  or  semi-active 
dunes,  makes  this  species  vulnerable  to  habitat  loss. 
The  BLM  is  mandated  to  protect  habitat  for  state-listed 
species.  The  BLM  is  mandated  to  prevent  the  listing 
of  federal  candidate  species  as  threatened  or 
endangered. 

Mitigation  is  needed  to  protect  crucial  habitat  and  to 
ensure  the  continued  existence  of  these  species. 
Mitigation  will  be  based  on  the  knowledge  gained 
through  ongoing  and  proposed  biological  studies 
concerning  range  management  and  oil  and  gas 
development.  Through  mitigation  of  impacts  from 
various  land  use  activities,  not  just  grazing  and  oil  and 
gas,  the  BLM  would  be  contributing  to  continued 
survival  of  this  species,  and  maintaining  the 
biodiversity  of  New  Mexico  as  a whole,  while 
considering  the  needs  of  industry. 

54-3  Refer  to  responses  29-26,  39-4,  and  42-4. 

54-4  Refer  to  responses  29-40  and  39-6. 
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55-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Resource  Marugcmcni  Plan 
Bureau  of  Larvj  Management 
17I7U  :ndSi 
Roswell,  NM  88201 

Dear  BLM 
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941251 

Rich  Dcirs 
49  !2  Purcell  Dr  VE 
Albuquerque.  SM  87111 
505-:9:'*9056 


The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  %oice  m\  support  for  the  proposed  restructuring  of  the  public 
larsds  of  souihexsicm  New  Mexico  It  is  lime  to  enforce  federal  guidelines  that  the  oil  and  gas 
companies  base  been  ignonng  for  man>  sears  A message  must  be  sent  to  these  companies  that 
dnlling  on  public  lands  is  a pHsilecc  and  not  a nghL  and  that  ihe>  must  stop  desirosing  our 
cultural  and  natural  resources  areas  Thc\  have  been  taking  from  the  laxpaser  for  far  loo  long 

It  IS  encouraging  to  see  that  >ou  arc  taking  a stand  against  such  an  intlueniial  group  of 
corporations  and  is.sociaiions  The  decisions  >ou  make  can  help  to  preserve  >ome  of  New 
Mexicos  beautiful  and  unique  natural  resource  areas  for  the  enjO>-ment  of  man\  future 
generations  If  1 can  be  of  an>  help,  please  contact  me  at  the  address  or  phone  number  above 
Thank  >ou 

Sincerciv. 

Rich  Detrv 
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UNITED  STATE* 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTER 
FISH  ANO  WILDLIFE  SERVtCI 

ftlTTtn  LAKI  NATIONAL  WIUDUFt  All 

po.  »oi  r.  Aoawf  tu  ncw  mi xico 


1 


2 


Cavid  Scout,  RMP/EIS  Team  I/*ader  February  22.  1995 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Roswell  District  Office 

1717  West  2nd  street 

Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 


Dear  Mr.  Stout; 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  BUT  a Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Che  Roswell 
Resource  Area  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Area.  The  U.S.  Fish  A 
Wildlife  Service  Division  of  Refuges  developed  Che  following 
comments,  which  relate  most  specifically  to  actions  potentially 
impacting  the  three  units  of  Bitter  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
(refuge!  in  Chaves  County.  These  comments  should  not  be  considered 
a complete  review  from  Che  Service  and  in  no  way  preclude  comments 
you  may  receive  from  other  FWS  offices  such  at  the  Division  of 
Ecological  Services. 

You  have  noted  throughout  the  Draft  RMP  that  the  refuge  is  a 
special  management  area  which  can  be  potentially  impacted  by 
activities  on  adjacent  public  lands.  However,  the  Draft  R“?  maps 
on  pages  2-11  and  3-57  do  not  reflect  the  correct  boundaries  of  the 
refuge  specifically  they  do  not  include  the  south  refuge  unit.  It 
is  also  important  to  note  that  the  24,519-acre  refuge  includes 
several  specific  designations  which  are  not  all  listed  in  the  Draft 
RMP  These  areas  include  the  9,620-acre  Salt  Creek  Wilderness,  the 
10  090-acre  Bitter  Lake  Group  National  Natural  Landmark,  the  700- 
acre  Lake  Saint  Francis  Research  Natural  Area,  t.ne  300  -acre  Bitter 
Lake  Research  Natural  Area,  and  the  2-acre  Inkpot  Research  Natural 
Area  Federal  agencies  are  required  to  consider  the  unique 
properties  of  these  nationally  significant  areas  in  completing 
ccmpliance  under  the  National  E.'.viior.mentai  Po.iuy  Act. 


The  broad  goals  of  Alternative  E are  generally  good  and  offer 
useful  protection  for  wildlife  and  habitat,  but  the  strategies  for 
attaining  these  goals  often  appear  weak  and  conflicting.  Buffer 
zones  "up  to*  200  meters  may  be  ample  for  some  species,  but  in 
aeneral  are  extremely  confining  for  most  wildlife  and  habitat 
reouiring  protection.  While  we  agree  that  natural  resources  must 
often  be  evaluated  on  a case  by  case  basis  when  determining 
buffers  the  "up  to*  language  used  in  determining  distances  is 
tremendously  subjective  and  offers  little  assurance  of  true 
crotection  While  generic  buffer  zones  may  be  a good  start  in 
establishing  protection  of  natural  resources,  perhaps  realistic 
mitigation  and  bonding  requirements  would  do  more  to  perpetuate 
wildlife  and  habitat . 


56-1  The  text  on  page  3-71  in  Chapter  3 of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  has  been  modified  to  discuss  the  special 
designations  within  the  Refuge.  Refer  to  Table  34. 
The  purpose  of  Map  8 (page  2-11)  is  to  represent  the 
areas  of  federal  mineral  estate  subject  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing  by  the  BLM,  where  the  surface  management 
is  administered  by  another  entity.  The  south  unit  of 
the  Refuge  has  no  federal  mineral  estate;  it  should  not 
be  represented  on  the  map.  Map  40  (page  3-57)  was 
not  modified,  because  the  south  unit  does  not  fall  in 
the  Class  I visual  resource  management  zone. 

56-2  The  200-meter  (656-foot)  setback  is  the  distance 
allowed  under  current  Code  of  Federal  Regulation 
(CFR).  In  most  cases,  this  would  eliminate  direct 
impacts  to  resources  at  specific  locations  requiring 
protection  such  as  springs,  seeps,  or  raptor  nests  on 
natural  habitat  features.  This  distance  would  reduce 
potential  impacts  to  linear  resources  such  as  rivers 
and  streams,  or  downstream  riparian  habitat  from 
springs/seeps.  The  distance  prescribed  on  a case-by- 
case basis  would  be  determined  by  a BLM  resource 
specialist.  We  agree  that  mitigation  and  bonding 
requirements  would  also  be  useful  in  protecting  natural 
resources. 
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While  legally  a federal  agency  may  not  have  to  deal  directly  with 
species  which  are  currently  only  federal  candidates  for  listing  as 
threatened  or  endangered,  it  only  makes  good  logical  and  economical 
sense  to  evaluate  impacts  upon  these  species  before  their 
populations  reach  a critical  low  point.  If  activities  under  BL-M 
jurisdiction  can  be  altered  to  protect  federal  candidate  species  so 
that  they  do  not  become  federally  listed  as  threatened  or 
endangered,  the  interests  of  everyone  will  be  best  protected. 
Toward  this  end.  the  special  status  species  list  included  in  the 
Draft  Ry.?  should  be  updated  to  reflect  ail  the  species  deserving 
better  attention  and  protection. 


A.mple  ravr  protection  ocr.es  would  help  prctect  a larpe  r._~.oer  cf 
cat  speo.es.  -any  of  which  are  federal  candidate  speoies  for 
listing  as  tnreatened  or  endangered  due  in  part  tc  extensive  and 
cngoi.ng  habitat  destr"jction. 


5 


Grassland  management  on  lands  under  5LM  jurisdiction  should  be 
expanded  from  just  controlling  undesirable  species.  Grassland 
enhance-ent  practices  should  be  considered  w.ticn  •culd  promote 
reality  naoitat  for  wildlife.  Management  mignt  include  removal  of 
cattle  fro"  degraded  habitat,  fencing  additional  sensitive  habitat, 


or  otherwise  enhancing  selected  grassland  communities  for  prairie 
dog  towT.s,  burrowing  owls,  kit  foxes,  and  associated  resident  and 
migratory  species  which  utilize  these  habitats.  Grazing  impacts  to 
grassland  and  shin.ner*/  oax  habitats  should  be  seriously  evaluated 
not  only  for  how  they  :-pact  migratory  species  such  as  mountain 
plovers  and  Baird's  sparrows,  but  for  resident  or  nesting  wildlife 
communit les . 


6 


Grazing,  recreation,  and  oil/gas  production  activities  should  net 
only  be  evaluated  for  prairie  chioken  coom.mg  grounds  le<s  , but 
also  for  i-pacts  to  nesting  areas.  If  activities  are  potentially 
altering  productivity  by  lesser  prairie  chickens,  these  activities 
must  be  researched  and  evaluated  as  part  cf  a lease  agreement  which 


7 


We  recognize  the  Overflow  AIZO  east  of  Roswell  to  be  an  extre-ely 
.mpertant  wetland  -nder  BL.y  jurisdiction.  This  area  provides 
valuable  wetland  habitat  for  waterfcwl.  shcrebirds.  sa.ndhill 
cranes,  and  other  species  including  Recos  pupfisn  whicn  are 
pending  feoeral  listing  as  threatened  or  endangered  . By  being 
able  to  spread  tne  population  of  waterfowl,  cranes  and  other 
species  throughout  the  valley,  these  -igratcry  birds  are  less 
impacted  by  disease  and  disturbance,  and  are  better  able  to  utilize 
feeding  areas  scattered  throughout  the  valley.  This  area  is 
currently  t.-.e  m.aj.or  wetland  area  on  public  land  in  Chaves  County 
which  offers  unrestricted,  q-uality  hunting  opportunity.  Additional 
advert  ise*ent  or  recognition  cf  the  area  should  be  done  very 
carefully  so  as  not  to  detract  from  its  curre.nt  value  for  wildlife 
and  public  use. 


0 I The  ultimate  goal 


the  Service  is  to  remove  oil  and  gas  leasing 


56-3  The  BLM  is  aware  of  the  ramifications  of 
protecting  federal  candidate  species.  These  species, 
including  the  new  listings,  are  listed  in  the  revised 
table  of  sensitive  species  found  in  Appendix  17  in  the 
Proposed  Plan.  Protection  would  be  afforded  to  these 
species  and  their  habitat  to  the  extent  legally  possible. 
In  the  meantime,  the  BLM  will  endeavor  to  collect 
information  about  these  species  through  collaborative 
surveys  and  studies  in  order  to  develop 
recommendations  for  their  protection  to  prevent  further 
listing  as  federally  threatened  or  endangered. 

56-4  The  revised  table  in  Appendix  17  in  the 
Proposed  Plan  has  current  listings  of  bats.  The 
Roswell  Cave  ACEC  designation  and  the  Surface  Use 
and  Occupancy  Requirements  for  caves  and  karst 
were  developed  to  protect  cave  resources  and 
sufficient  areas  around  caves. 

56-5  We  agree  that  rangeland  management  should 
include  the  improvement  of  the  grasslands  for  wildlife 
species  dependent  on  this  community  type.  The 
suggestions  offered  would  be  considered  on  an 
allotment-by-allotment  basis.  Enhancing  and 
protecting  important  habitat  features,  such  as  prairie 
dog  towns,  would  be  considered  at  the  activity 
planning  level  for  those  allotments  that  support  these 
habitats.  (The  activity  planning  level  follows  planning 
at  the  RMP  level.)  In  the  meantime,  the  BLM  is 
attempting  to  collect  information  on  the  distribution  and 
habitat  requirements  of  the  species  mentioned.  The 
Desired  Plant  Community  (DPC)  for  the  Grasslands 
and  the  Shinnery  Oak/Dune  communities  prescribes  a 
general  goal  for  meeting  wildlife  objectives  for  a 
variety  of  wildlife  species  dependent  on  this 
community  type.  Again,  specific  prescriptions  to  meet 
specific  habitat  requirements  of  a species  are  not 
prescribed  at  the  RMP  level,  but  would  be  determined 
at  the  activity  planning  level. 


56-6  The  DPC  proposed  for  the  Shinnery  Oak-Dune 
community  considers  the  necessary  vegetative  cover 
for  prairie  chicken  nesting,  and  other  wildlife  species 
in  the  Mescalero  Sands  ecosystem.  Management  to 
attain  these  goals  includes  utilization  levels  for 
livestock  grazing.  Again,  specific  management 
prescriptions  for  livestock  grazing  would  be  developed 
at  the  activity  planning  level.  Stipulations  for  oil  and 
gas  exploration  and  development  on  existing  leases 
are  in  place  to  protect  habitat  during  the  breeding 
season  for  prairie  chickens.  In  many  cases,  it  is  not 
possible  to  protect  nesting  habitat  outside  of  the  time 
periods  prescribed,  because  the  lease  holders  have  a 
preexisting  right  to  develop  their  leases.  The 
proposed  200-meter  No  Surface  Occupancy 
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from  Refuge  lend  where  euch  ectivetes  ere  not  compatible  with 
Service  ob;ectives.  we  requeet  chat  your  RWP  recognize  that  all 

Q refuge  lands  be  eventually  cloied  to  oil  and  gas  leases,  solid 
leasable,  and  locatables.  As  current  leases  come  ,p  for  renewal, 
we  would  like  tc  see  them  withdrawn  on  Refuge  land 

®1 

®-hter  Lake  NvrR  perscn.nel  hcpe  to  co.ntir.ue  to  wore  together  with 
the  BL.M,  ether  age.ncies.  a.-.d  the  interested  publi:  in  assisting 
each  other  and  coordinating  activities  within  the  Pecos  River 
Ecosystem.  Please  contact  Refuge  hanager  Bill  Rad.ee  at  ill-i'ii. 
if  you  have  a.ny  g-,esticns  regarding  our  comments  tc  the  Lraft  R-h?  . 


Attached  is  a current  map  of  refuge  boundaries  to  correct  Craft  RMP 
maps  along  with  current  species  lists  which  should  be  used  to 
update  or  correct  Tac*e  Ain-i.  The  Pecos  Assiminea  would  more 
accurately  be  listed  with  Che  other  two  mollusks  in  this  table. 


c 


\' 


Scnia  R.  Kaj^ra 
Refuce  Siologist 


requirement  around  booming  grounds  would  protect  a 
portion  of  the  nesting  habitat.  Recreational  use  of 
vehicles  would  be  limited  to  designated  OHV-use 
areas  and  designated  roads  and  trails.  The  primary 
recreational  activity  that  might  have  an  impact  on 
prairie  chicken  populations  is  hunting,  which  is 
administered  by  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game 
and  Fish. 

56-7  Comment  noted. 

56-8  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  to  initiate  withdrawals  on  locatable 
minerals  within  the  Bitter  Lake  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  We  addressed  the  closure  of  the  Refuge  to 
oil  and  gas  leasing,  in  the  Draft  RMP.  We  will  modify 
the  text  and  tables  in  the  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS  to 
show  that  the  federal  mineral  estate  in  the  Refuge 
would  be  closed  to  solid  mineral  leasing,  as  well. 

56-9  Regarding  the  map,  refer  to  response  56-1 . The 
species  lists  in  Appendix  17  have  been  updated. 
Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 


2*  Augua  1994 

FEDERALLY  LISTED  and  CASDIDATE 
PLANT  and  ANIMAL  SPECIES  - 
COLNTY  LIST  FOR  NEW  MEXICO 


Mammals 


foo’.tQ  1 * i.  .;■<> 

K**ir*r.  ^r*y  wcif.  C4*  1 .OmI  54 . Ity 

Cr4nt.  Hi(!4;90.  L<.n4 

H**iC4n  l3f.q-nc4*3  t4t.  r i v 4 1 . > 

Mid*  Iqo 

S*n&orn'»  lonq-f\c4#d  S4'..  LecLsnycrtr;*  ti-scr-; 
HiOAjgo 


AriXor4  0i4Ck-ttil#d  pr4ifi*  Cvr  » 1 jr 

3or4  Ao4.  «i.*ic9ln,  Otero.  Socorro, 

Afixon*  iP.rew,  Serf  4rncr4* 

HidAlgo 

C«lifcrr.i4  l*4f-noi#d  fc4C,  Ki^roty*  ctl  ifor^icyj 
H;d4 I90 

Cooci.«t4  •cytP4f'  pccAtt  jtp'.er,  r . »f 

C.D0I4 

COAC  ?«4«  piX4.  C:*9tsr,4  cr..‘“rec»  p..Qre»ceri 
Lot  Al4.-«o*.  AiO  Arr,54.  S4ndov«l 
Cr*4t«r  -•stern  T4it.ff  t4t.  t ji^ccs  orot  ;i  L>  Vi 


C4tron.  Dor, 4 Ar*.  Cr4nt.  H.C4i9©,  Lun4,  Ottco.  S.#rr« 

0uAd4ljp«  towtrern  pocx«t  9opn«r,  u'*©r ."wi 

Cddy,  Ot«ro 

Hot  Spring#  cotton  r4t,  ^.g^-odon  f j 1 v i vf  r t »_r  91  ,j  stnaju 
S i*rr4 

H*4rn#'  •cutPern  pc:«#*.  gcpier.  Tr  ^.LL- 'a*  ‘S:*K*** 

ri.34 . ;c 

M««.r4n  iong-t3rg-#d  C4*..  C *. j • n_v^t_ejLA-I 
H;34igc 

Me-  ,Mei.C4n  --Tp.r.g  facy««.  aj-’r-tx! 

3tr.-4.iw.s.  Colfi*.  l.r-rtin.  Lc#  a:*.-:*.  Pzzk.  0t*r3.  »iO  Ar.'’.t4. 
S4n  M.g.t..  S4-*idovtl,  S*nt4  T#,  Socorro.  Txi*.  v*.»,'.r.4 
OcruVt  iitt:*  brown  cat.  “vot  f rfHvt 

Sernalille,  Catron.  Ctav*#.  C.ccla.  Cslfaa.  Ocna  Ara.  tddy,  Grant. 
Midaigo,  Lincckn,  Let  A.a.'^-st.  KoKin.ey,  Mora.  Otero.  Aac  ArriC-a. 
San  Joan.  Sandoval.  San  Mig-el 
Tcf ranre.  Valenc .# 

Organ  Hconiair.t  Coiorado  cn»pn'ona,  , 


Santa  Fe,  S.arra,  Socorro.  Taca. 


Ocna  Ara.  Lincoln,  Sierra,  Socorro 
SOuth-ettern  cave  ryotit,  ^ /cr  .f  v*.» yr»'’  if 
Catron.  Grant,  Hidalgo,  Luna 
Soutr-ettern  otter.  Lut  ra 

Catron.  Cc.fa*.  Crart.  Hcr*.  A.o  Arr.oa.  Sierra.  Tao* 
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CATECOKY  i C^SDfDAn 

Ap4ch«  northern  90»h*wk,  Accxotfr  o^nt  1 1 1 ■ <Dtch» 

l«rnAUllo,  C«tron.  CxDol*.  Colf4t.  fdoy,  Cr«nc,  Hxd«lgo,  Lincoln. 
Lo«  Al4(ho«.  HcKinloy.  Mor«.  Otero,  iio  Amoe,  i4rdov«l.  Sen  Juen, 
S«o  Sent*  P«.  Si«rr4,  Socorro.  Teot.  Torrence.  Velenci* 

Beird'e  eperrow,  Arw-so.-effus  oe  xrdt  k 

Ch«w«t.  Colfei,  Cjrry,  0*  See*.  Oone  An*.  Eddy.  Crent,  Cuedelupe, 
Herding,  Hxdelgo,  Lee,  Lincoln,  Lwne.  More,  Otero,  ^ey,  Mio 
Arribe.  Hooeeveit.  Sen  Miguel,  Sente  fe.  Sierre,  Socorro,  Teoe, 
Torrence,  Union 

ferruginoui  hewk.  Buteo  r eoe 1 le 
■tetewide 

Herleguin  duck,  H i it r ion  i cu ■ n > et  r .on i c jt 
Aic  Arribe.  Teoe 

Loggerr.eed  enr.ee,  I*-,  .us  luoev  ;c  . er 

s:  e*.  *« . 0* 

sortnern  jeeneuk,  Accic.ter  per*  . : . e 

Sernelillo,  Cetren.  C.oole.  Colfee.  Eeo/.  Crent.  n.Jeiqo,  Lincoln. 
Loi  Ale.'noe.  McKinley.  More,  Otero,  Pio  Arr.ce.  Ser.oovel,  Sen  Juen, 
Sen  Miguel,  Sente  Fe,  Sierre.  Socorro.  Tece,  Terrence,  Velencie 
Hortnerr.  grey  h*wk.  8u:  eo  r . t .dui  (fe«.ff-„i 
Crent,  Hidelgo,  Lun* 

Heetern  erowy  plover,  cneredriui  elete-dr.^ui  n ; vc>»> 

Berne  io.  Cbevee.  Cclfee,  Cirry,  T#  3*.**,  oC'-e  A.-e.  Eddy, 
C„e3*:.pe,  Herd.nq,  Lee,  Lir.co.n.  More.  Otero.  Juey,  Acoeevelt, 
Se.naovel,  Sen  Miquel.  Sente  Fe.  S.erre.  Socerre.  Torrence,  Union, 
V,.encie 

Mnite-feeeo  lOi*,  Pleoed  . i o n . r. . 

Ser'elillo,  Cnev«e,  Cclfee.  Oe  Bece,  Tore  Ane,  Eddy.  Cuedelupe, 
Herd.nq.  Loe  Aleixo*.  More,  0-ey.  Bio  Arr.oe,  Sen  .*.en.  Ser.dovel, 
Sen  Miquel,  Sente  Fe.  Sierre.  Socorro.  Tece,  Unior.  Velencie 


TKRE  OTINTD 

Hew  Meiicen  ri5;e-noeed  rettleer.ekc.  Cret  e lui  vi  1 1 erd;  oce  curue 
Hidelgc 

( ATTCORy  : ( aspidatt: 

Ce.n/sr.  {g.e.nt,  epetteo  C"  e-» . :t  t • : r ,s  o . r t . 

H I de : go 

T-r»»  *egetrj»n  .ixero.  Lee  ••:i.cr..8  art' 

Cr.eve*.  Eddy,  Lee.  Aocieue.t 
^r*yc--er»#red  uhipteil.  C*  ei^  iczz'oe  ji  d.»o*  . 

Hidelqo 

Meiicer,  gerter  sneke.  Therr.cpr  i % ec.et 
Crent.  Hidelgo 

Nerrov-,>-eeded  gerter  inexe,  Tne--"o=.nn  ru f . r et  .8 
Cetron,  Crent,  Hidelgo,  Sierre 
Texee  horned  l,.zerd.  Ph  r vrosor  e corn  jt  jt 

Crevti,  Colfee,  Curry.  Cc  Bece.  Ter.*  A-e.  E30/,  Crent.  C-eoelupe, 
Herd.ng,  Hide. go,  Lee,  Lincoln,  Lune,  More,  Ctero.  Quey, 
Pctseve.t,  Sen.  Miguel.  S.erre.  Socorr:.  Torre-te,  ‘-'mor. 


Arkenee*  Aiver  ipeckled  chub,  Mec.-hvoroDin  ee«t  .ve 1 1 e tetr er-ee-m 
®uey 

Blue  eucker,  Cvcleotui  elonaet  je 
Eddy 

f 1 enne  le>o«  c n iuceer,  Cetoto-'^-ui  letiotnnie 
Aio  Arribe,  Sen  Juen 
Cil*  chuo.  C 1 1 e i nt  erTted  . e 

Cetron,  Crent.  Hidelgo 
Pelc^ee  pupfien.  Cvcf inodo.n  ep. 

Lune 

Aio  Crende  ehiner.  Hot  roc . e le^^^tenm 
Chevec.  9e  Bece.  Eddy,  Cuedelupe 
Aoundte.l  chub,  C 1 1 e rcbue*:  e 
Cetron,  Crent,  M.Je.go 
White  Se'de  pupf.tn.  C>  or  ; r t don  t . « r o s e 
L.ncoln,  Otero.  S.erre 

2uni  Mountein  iucker,  Cetoetowue  d.»r:bcljt  / e r o »» . 

C lOOl e . McK i ni ey 


In'enebrales  ■ inh.opo* 


Socorro  leopcd, 
Socorro 


Tner^oceerore  fer** 


CtTlCOHV  2 CvN-ntPATI 


Ar.ieee  Minute  ccetle,  L . „i  *r 


Hidelgo 

A.nthony  c-lieter  tee*. 
Tone  Ane 

Bonite  diving  oeetlt 


• Tero-ertee  reon»« 


Lincoln 

Millipede,  To  1 tef.i  er  ; “.len  je 
Be  r ne 1 . 1 lo 

«oel’e  efTNpnipod.  Ce>rrefue  de»oer  et  j e 

Cn  e ve  e 


JUS 


Invrn^hrjtys  - MniJu>o» 


LNPAsqiREP 

Alenvci*  *pr mg ene 1 1 , Tr v?“  le  e 1 »r  ciee 
Socor  ro 

Socorro  »pr  i ngine 1 1 . PvrSil.*or  le  reo«r«»  i rene 
Socorro 


CAnGORv  J ( nm 

Chupeoere  epr . nq in* i * . F e : 1 e rh.reder >f 
Socorro 

Cile  »pr.n;»n*il,  F:**.  el.re::*  q.  ;*e 
Crent 

Kceter  i tryome  | epr .r.gtn* 1 1 ) , T r v o r. i e eoiten 

cr.evet 
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CyptuA  wild  Puckwhdit,  tr  t3QonufT»  QvPioe*^  i lun 

Iddy 

L#d'«  pincuihiOft  e*cigi.  Cor  rp*“  ^4  trtti.  t v4r. 
Cddy 

m«i4  v#fd#  e«etwi.  -sr i r: ,i  »t4t4»vtrd4t 

S«r  J<j4n 

S4cr4JMftto  Ho«nt4in4  thm,#.  C ^ ri  igir  v 
Otaro 

um  K4«t4nt,  tf  . 3»rpr 

C4tron.  Cieo.4,  HCK^nldy 


kenor4  .44Ph#rfl5«4f  . C 4 r ; r t.t . ii  v^r,  4f  nf  >C4 

n;K.nl4y,  Sin  Jv4fi 

• ;w»T«f  4 acCH.  P Qf.‘f  .r.t 
Catron 

Cooddinq’i  oruon,  A : 1 . q ,•  1 3 a . " q i . 

Catron,  1.4neeln,  Ottro 

MiffXrti  figwort.  S:r:f  - .*>  .i  a : r a » t m 
Crant,  L«,»n4 

Puttl#  awnnowor.  {111^1:1.11:41  ai  raa : i .t 

Cnavta,  CiOO'.a,  f«.tr.c;a.  v^asal.^ 

c^TE^;l>R^  : c\.si>ic)att 

Xr-.ffa  f .4ac4r.«,  t^.  i»r;-  ar-*a-.t 
Ciccla.  HrK.r,  .4, 

A:*,to  o«afdtonq»rfO.  f 1 a-ciar  a . i 

Sona  Jkna,  Otarc 

Baagtiful  qilia.  C . 1 >a  f : nncaa 
San  Juan 

Cn.r.eah-.a  muaJ'.s-ar.  . i r.o  1 ; f.  •rri 

K;da  Iqo 

C.r.atr  ear,4  pna?«..a,  ?"a?a  . .a  sar ra:a 
C 1 oo 1 a 

Duncan  a pincuan.on  part. a,  ra  c . • r a • : : 

S .«r  r a 

D«arf  iTtilauaaa,  Aar  ■ er  . a » -“r  . a ■ . a 

Colfai.  Crant,  Sar.  H.quti,  Urikon 

Ffw-rioutrad  (CuaOaUp«)  3#u#lflo*ar.  Strati  «">»»-. a acart.f'.crat 
eddy 

Fivfltaf  acurlpaa,  Pa  i . r»a  . ?a- 1 if  v 1 1 

K.2«.gc 

r.9*-.«  ■ Vi 

Socerro 

Ci.a  jfturoaal,  Sa*a r . r ^-a-ra'f 
Caircn 

Crara  qraaa  cactua.  Pa  t . : r »r . a ;a  rvr  ar  <1* : " . a 

Barnalillo,  Catron,  C.&c.a,  Icr.a  Ar.a.  Cra~t.  H.da'.qo,  Li.r.;olfi,  Loi 
A.a^ca,  Lura,  Otar;.  P.o  Arr;ca.  Sar.stva..  Santa  Pa.  S.arra, 
Scccrro.  Taca.  Torra'ca,  Valanc;a 

Cu4d4l*.pa  cliff  04. ay,  C“«at  ;oa;r.a  rar  a-av  . 

Eddy 

Cuadal.pa  raobittr-ar,  Ct-.  a;tna’r.:a  “a.iara-a  var.  t a«a  • a ; a 
Eddy,  Otaro 

Cuadal-jpa  amootn  aatar.  As:  ar  *.  aav  . a var.  t.a;a:.<rers;a 
Edoy 

Cypa.ft  hstapring  aatar,  re*  aarant*  ar  a c > : -arra 
Hidalgo 

Cypauff.  aralaorooff.  lac  . i : a rt  jr  b.r :a  a i . . 

Ot  aro 


NOTED  CHANGES  FOR  BIRDS  AND  MAMMALS 
IN  THE  1994  ANIMAL  CANDIDATE  REVIEW 


MAMMALS 


Oesen  pocket  gopher 

[CtomfS  bofsarnji  arenanus) 

new  Cat  2 

Allen's  (Mexican)  big-eared  bat 

Ud'onyctens/Pfecotu  phy/lotis) 

new  Cet  2 

Small-footed  myotis 

iMyOf'S  ciholabnjm) 

new  Cat  2 

Long  cared  myotis 

'Myons  evof/s} 

new  Cat  2 

Fringed  myotis 

AVo^s  trifsanodes) 

new  Cat  2 

Long-legged  myotis 

i-Vf/ofiS  vo/ans) 

new  Cat  2 

Yuma  myotis 

l/Vfyor/s  yu/nanens/s) 

new  Cat  2 

Big  1ree-ta>ied  ba: 

\N^ctinomopi,ladaf>da  macrotis) 
( = Tadanda  molossa) 

new  Cat  2 

Pecos  R.ver  muskfat 

\Ondaua  /ibethicjs  ripensis) 

new  Cat  2 

Jaguar 

{Partf-.era  onca\ 

P£ 

Pale  ToArsend  s (Western;  big-ea 

e-3  ta:  lAecofus  tewnsendn  pallascens)  new  Cat  2 

Grav-fcote-d  cr.ipr^  jnk 

iTarr  as  canipes: 

new  Cat  2 

Soutrt.vestern  cave  myOtis  'Afyof/s  ye/i/er  brev/sl  ifl  Cave  myoiis  IMyof/s  vehfeh 

New  Mexican  jumping  mouse  Ifl  Nca  Mexican  meadow  jumping  rr>ouse 

California  :eal-nosed  tat 

'^^3:'orJS  ca/iforoicusl 

delisted  lor  NM 

BIROS 

Western  burrowing  owl 

tArnene  cunicuiana  hypugea) 

new  Cat  2 

Buff-breasted  flycatcher  (noahern)  \Brr.Q<oonax  fulvifrons  p/gmaevs\ 

new  Cat  2 

Apac^e  nortnern  gis^awi 

Mzzp  '.er  g&nh'z  apachei 

delisted 

Western  snowy  plover 

• C^aradnus  alesandnnus  mvoius) 

down  listed  to  3C 

M.g.-ant  ogg-^'head  shr-ire 

‘.a“  1.S  /Idov'C  anjs  .m  g'ans) 

de'-sled  for  NM 

M-Dunta-n  plover 

iC'‘a-adrius  momanus)  should  oc  listed  as  Cat  1 

U 


iiM 


I - ( 
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Cl**’ j*' » » I.  .e"»4 

I c •*-.  Iw'M  >0> 


P 0 lox 

MioiAND  >{«As  :»;o2 
February  2D,  1995 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Rosvell  District 

1717  West  Second  Street 

Roswell,  KM  88201-2019 

Attention:  Mr.  David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 

In  re:  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/ Ar.endment 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 


941253 


'•'»>  *1)  tin 
•41  ll-tl  41)  41 n 


Our  company  has  operated  in  Southeast  New  Mexico  since  1966,  and 
ve  are  extremely  disappointed  that  your  office  has  taken  such  a 
stand  with  respect  to  tne  captioned  plan.  We  presently  operate  in 
excess  of  20  wells  in  this  area  and  are  concerned  about  the  impact 
your  plan,  if  implemented,  would  have  on  our  small  company  (five 
employees) . 

As  the  U.  S.  federal  office  given  responsibility  to  manage  oil  and 
gas  resources  on  public  do.7iain  and  acquired  lands,  we  would  hope 
you  would  recognize  in  a POSITIVE  FASHION  the  good  our  industry 
provides  for  the  well  being  of  Chaves,  Eddy  and  Lea  Counties. 

Accordingly,  we  respectfully  urge  you  withdraw  the  captioned  plan 
for  AT  LEAST  a furt.her  one-year  stud/  thus  allowing  the  industry 
to  provide  you  with  factual  data  vhicn  I'm  confident  will  assist 
your  efforts.  We  will  appreciate  your  favorable  consideration  of 
this  request. 


57-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


F 

{ 


Vours  very  truly. 


R.  C.  Beveridge 


: fs 

xc;  Senator  Phil  Gramm 

Senator  Kay  Bailey  Hutchison 
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58-1  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1 
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February  22.  1995 


C<svid  Stou;.  P.MF  EIS  Tea.r,  Leader 
Bureau  of  land  Manage/r.ent. 

Roswell  District  Office 
171"?  w.  Second  Street 
Roswell.  NM  88201-2019 

R£:  Draft  Rcswell  Resource  yar.a^err.er.t  Plan 

Draft  Carlsbad  Resource  y.ar.a^eaTtent  Plan 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 


941262 

CX)MfllASJCMI» 
fiot  Ot\e^  • CWncl  1 
Joe  ft  .Vjiff  • DMnct  2 
Dor>  HcMirm  ■ Diitnd  5 
TLaa  K • OiMnci  4 
ITaa  C Andenon  * OMnet  ) 


Cooa^ 

ftubcM  Q^ntAra 


The  Chaves  County  P*uhlic  Lands  Advisory  Cornmittee  has  heard  comments 
from  the  residents  of  Chaves  County  and  is  reccm.T.endiD9  that  the  Chaves 
County  Cc.T.T.; ss icners  sucr.it  the  following  ccr-.ents: 

As  stated  in  a prior  letter  to  you.  the  RMP/EIS  documents  are 
complex  and  vol'uminous.  and  in  order  to  properly  assess  the  impacts  of 
those  documents,  the  alternatives  proposed,  and  outcomes  of  analysis 
performed,  it  is  only  fair  to  allow  the  general  p’ublic  an  extended  review 
and  comment  period,  we  are  therefore  requesting  a 180  day  extension  in 
the  comment  period  deadline. 

At  this  point  in  ti.-e.  a;  are  :pr:sed  to  all  c:  the  alternatives 
proposed  in  the  .Roswell  .-esoiroe  Area  Craft  Resource  Mar.age.t.ent 
Plan  Er.viror-Tental  Irpart  State.r.ent  and  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Draft 
Resource  Management  Flan  .'.-eni’er.: 'Erviror-rental  Impact  Statement. 

Respectfully. 


-I  ^ 


Rory  McMinn.  Chairman 
Chaves  County  Comir.ission 


Caldef  Zzz  1^.  Chairman 

P’ublic  Lands  Advisory  Committee 


941283 


_ February  20.  1996 

Resource  Manafement  Plan 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1717  W 2nd  St. 

Roswell.  MM  88201 

COMMENTS  ON  BLM  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

We  take  exception  to  the  fact  that  BLM  eaplorees  worked  on 
the  RMP/EIS  for  three  (3)  years  end  the  agency  has  given  the 
lessee  *-  the  true  keeper  of  the  land.  120  days  to  respond 
How  do  you  think  that  makes  me  feel,  after  the  Federal 
Government  entrusted  me  to  take  care  of  this  land  My  family  was 
enticed  to  leave  populous  aresa  where  their  children  could  be 
educated  - where  they  had  electricity,  running  water,  encouraged 
them  to  drag  their  family  out  here  to  live  in  a dug'out. 

Do  you  think  I could  look  my  Grandparents  in  the  eye  end 
tell  them  they  have  lived  in  vain’’ 

Now  that  we've  taken  care  of  this  land  for  all  these  years, 
the  Federal  goverrunent  is  trying  to  price  us  off  it. 

After  public  money  was  used  for  discussion  group  meetings  io 
Carlsbad  and  Roswell,  your  office  did  not  use  ONE  suggestion  made 
by  these  groups  This  is  another  source  of  government  waste. 
REFERENCE  IS  MADE  TO  LOCAL  RMP/EIS  WHICH  MATCHES  RR  '94. 


Local 

2-165  Desired  Plant  Community 
2-165  Stocking  Rates  Seasonal 
2-168  Riparian/Vetland  Vegetation 
2-183  Special  Status  Endangered 
2-171  Riparian  Wetlands 
2-177  Watershed  Management 
2-181  Wildlife  Special  Status  Mga 
2-179  Water  Rights  Management 
2-20  Range  Improvements  Cvnership 
2-183  Controlling  Livestock  Water 


RR  '94  - Final  CIS 
56-57-60 

54-C2  and  72-cll 

31-51-69 

54-c3  83-c2 

31-54-C3 

61-C-26 

26-31 

17-U-C2-3 

17 

65-c3 


2-165  1.  The  price  of  cattle  has  dropped  drastically  this 

year.  What  has  the  Roswell  RMP/EIS  done  to  encourage 
or  promote  the  economic  use  of  livestock  grazing? 


4 

5 


2-165 

2-168 


All  of 

the 

above 


2-165 

2-103 

2-20 


2.  The  only  program  BLM  promotes  is  making  more  areas 
of  critical  environmental  concern. 

3.  Since  I made  my  agreement  under  the  Taylor  Grazing 
Act,  and  since  the  livestock  industry  is  still 
undergoing  many  economic  changes.  I feel  that  I should 
be  allowed  to  continue  my  same  contract  with  the  Taylor 
Grazing  iaplementatioDS . 

4.  Statistics  compiled  by  NMSU  show  that  unlasa  the 

permittee  is  not  allowed  full  time  control,  he  will 
not  be  able  to  carry  out  budget  wise  management 
practices  


59-1  Refer  to  response  50-1 

59-2  Refer  to  response  50-2 

59-3  It  is  reasonable  to  expect  that  two  environmental 
impact  statements  addressing  livestock  grazing  on  the 
public  lands  would  discuss  some  of  the  same  topics. 
However,  it  is  coincidence  that  the  Rangeland  Reform 
'94  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the 
Draft  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan/EIS  were 
published  at  about  the  same  time.  We  did  not  refer  to 
the  Rangeland  Reform  '94  Final  EIS,  nor  did  we  base 
the  development  of  the  proposals  in  the  resource 
management  plan  on  the  Rangeland  Reform  proposals 
or  EIS. 

59-4  The  regulations  on  which  we  base  the 
management  of  the  public  lands  for  livestock  grazing 
are  derived  from  a number  of  sources,  including  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Act  of  1934,  as  amended,  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976,  and  the 
Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  1978. 
Everyone  licensed  to  graze  livestock  on  the  public 
lands  agrees  to  these  regulations  when  they  complete 
annual  grazing  applications  and  grazing  permit/lease 
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forms. 


6 

7 


2-179  5.  Th«  only  b»n*flci»l  ut«  of  thlt  laod  ir  to  turn  it 

bock  to  tho  Stotof. 

2-20 

Also  so* 
one  Artlclo 
froB  Courior 

6.  Sloco  bolAneinc  the  ftdortl  budfot  la  a prl»« 
roqulaita  for  thaso  Onitad  Statai  and  thii  tasaioo 
of  CoBfrasa,  what  lofic  la  thara  in  axtandlnf  profrasa 
that  would  only  coat  our  CovarnAant.  Wbat  parcant  of 
Aaarlcana  faal  that  thay  can  continue  to  adalniatar 
those  lands  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Federal 
Governaent  cannot  adainister  these  lands  economically. 
Vhat  logic  is  thara  in  not  allowing  the  states,  the 
local  coiTkaunity  and  individuals  to  live  and  work  on 
these  lands. 

2*20  7.  Vhy  start  a new  costly  Federal  proiram  at  a tine 

whan  wa  are  begging  to  have  the  budget  balanced? 

All  of 

the  above  S.  If  these  lands  are  priced  out  of  our  budget  -- 
the  Federal  Government  will  lose  all  incomes. 


9-  Graaa  is  not  a unique  resource.  In  our  area  thara 
is  nothing  for  recreatlonlsts  to  enjoy. 

2-177  10-  The  Individual  user  has  always  been  first  on  the 

scene  of  prairie  fires,  floods,  hail  damaged  areas 
and  the  user  absorbs  the  costs  of  all  these  natural 
disastars . 

2-177  11.  Removal  of  livestock  grazing  would  contribute 

to  uncontrolled  noxious  and  poisonous  weeds  -- 
the  filling  of  riparian  areas  with  salt  cedars,  filling 
of  Inland  storage  water  by  vumbleweecs . cattails,  etc. 

12.  RKP/^IS  is  too  contradictlve  In  wcrdir.g  rsr.geland 
policies,  imp  1 eaentat ion  of  grazing  frattices.  It 
limits  the  lessee  in  his  ccspliance  with  restrictions 
but  places  no  limitations  or  restrictions  on  the 
Federal  Agency. 

BLK  has  studied  precipitation  amounts  cn  these  ACFC's  year 
after  year  - has  made  lab  tests  on  soil  ss.-nples  - has  measured 
plant  growth  on  designated  plots  and  the  most  sensible,  logical, 
economical  determination  is  that  this  land  is  fit  for  nothing  but 
livestock  grazing. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
w.  M K«y,  Jr. 


59-5  Comment  noted, 

59-6  The  proposed  reduction  in  livestock  grazing 
resulting  from  BLM-initiated  actions  is  minuscule 
(about  one  percent  of  licensed  use)  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  and  is  spread  over  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area.  We  do  not  believe  these  reductions, 
if  implemented,  would  allow  an  increase  in  noxious 
vegetation.  The  control  of  noxious  weeds  is  discussed 
on  page  2-15  of  the  Draft  RMP.  The  tools  available 
for  control  could  include  livestock  grazing. 

59-7  Allotment  categorization  and  initial  grazing  use 
allocations  made  in  the  East  Roswell  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (1979)  and  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  Management  Framework 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (1 984)  would  be 
used  as  the  basis  for  continued  livestock  grazing 
under  the  RMP.  These  decisions,  the  grazing 
regulations  in  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  and 
any  additional  decisions  stemming  from  the  RMP 
would  prescribe  how  livestock  grazing  management  is 
conducted.  In  administering  and  managing  livestock 
grazing,  the  BLM  must  follow  applicable  laws  and 
regulations  regarding  livestock  grazing,  and  the 
decisions  that  come  from  the  RMP. 


Copias  to: 

David  Stout.  RMP/IIS  Teaa  Laadar^— 
BLM  Roswall  District  Offtca 

Southaastarn  NM  Grazing  Association 
Fadaral  Lands  Lagal  Foundation 
Senator  Feta  Domanicl 
Senator  Jeff  BingaAan 
Representative  Joe  Skeen 
Representative  Steve  Schiff 
Representative  Bill  Richardson 
Hr  Bud  Eppers 
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ARTICLI  TAKIH  FROM  T«  FEBRUARY  16.  1995  ISSUf  OF  COURIIR  - 
REGIONAL  INDEPENDENT  NEWSPAPER 


Forbes  Hs(sxln#  of  sll  places,  ss/s  that  "On  Aaerica’s  lone 
narch  toward  the  welfare  state,  retention  of  public  lands  \>y  the 
Feds  was  the  first  eilestone.  Let’s  deaolish  that  Milestone-" 

*Is  CoDfress  serious  about  devolving  najor  federal 
responsibilities  to  the  states?  It  can  show  It  by  transferring 
the  public  lands  to  the  states."  Robert  R Nelson,  a professor  at 
the  University  of  Maryland  says  in  Forbes  February  13th.  1995 
issue 

Nelson  says  if  the  lands  were  returned  to  the  states,  land 
management  would  improve.  He  used  as  an  example  the  fact  that  on 
state  forests  in  Montana  over  a five-year  period,  the  state 
earned  913.7  eilllon  on  its  own  timber  operations  on  state  land, 
while  a nearby  federal  timber  program  cost  tax  payers  942 
mill  ion. 

In  one  region,  state  managers  required  45  hours  of  labor 
per  thousand  board  feet  of  timber  sold  The  US.  Forest  Service 
tcoK  11.6  hours  to  do  the  same  thing 

Did  the  savings  achieved  come  at  the  expense  of  the 
environment?  Alsolutely  not  The  state  lands  received  higher 
ratings  for  environmental  protection. 

An  Interior  Department  (BLM)  study  reported  by  Nelson 
clearly  found  that  when  all  costa  were  counted,  livestock 
management  by  the  BLH  was  costing  over  9100  million  a year,  while 
total  grating  fee  collections  were  less  than  925  million. 
Recreationists  were  even  acre  heavily  sobsidited,  paying  less 
than  91  million  In  user  charges,  while  the  BLM  was  spending  more 
than  9100  million  on  their  behalf  Nelson  asks.  "Would  it  be  so 
horrible  to  require  backpa:kers  to  pay  a few  bucka  for  the 
scenery  and  solitude  they  so  desire'^" 

Nelson  says  that  conservationists  argue  that  only  the 
federal  government  can  supply  the  scientific  skills  to  use  the 
forests  and  rangelands  of  the  nation  in  the  long  run. 

r regres s t VI « m was  (isl  an  A.Terican  version  cf  socialistic 
planning,  based  on  a dream  of  applying  science’  to  public 
policy.  That  dream  has  ended  as  badly  as  those  dreams  have 
elsewhere,  though  luckily  for  us,  not  on  the  sair.e  scaie. 

"Everywhere  In  the  world  today,  privatization  Is  on  the 
march.  Nations  are  dismantling  the  dismal  20th-century  legacy  of 
government  property  and  resource  ownership. " 

Nelson  is  right,  you  know,  and  I strongly  suggest  that  each 
and  every  Courier  reader  contact  Congressman  Joe  Skeen  and  show 
your  support  for  his  efforts  to  return  federal  lands  to  the 
states . 

(Excerpt  from  Page  3 B) 

THIS  IS  THE  CONGRESS  THAT  WILL  STOP  THEM. 

Congressman  Lamar  Smith  (R-TX)  said  that  the  formation  cf  a 
bipartisan,  bicameral  Coalition  dedicated  to  protecting  the 
rights  of  private  property  owners  has  one  primary  thrust  and  that 
is,  "For  too  long,  the  Constitution  has  been  trampled  by  renegade 
bureaucratic  vigilantes  . . . this  is  the  Congress  that  will  stop 
them . " 


There  will  be  several  hearings  on  private  property  itauee  ilK 
the  next  several  weeks,  end  the  Coalition  intends  to  see  that 
private  property  owners,  from  the  single  home  owner  to  the  fanner 
and  rancher,  are  protected,  and  to  put  an  end  through 
Congressional  legislation,  to  the  insane  and  rampant *'birreaac ratio 
actions  that  have  no  place  in  Anerice. 
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F0#CX’34?  ARTES.A  VfW  MEXCO  Ml’O 


f*MCM  iSOSi  74«.12«| 


Senator  Fete  Dcrrenici 
SD  434  Cirkser.  3'.:;g. 
Wasr.ir.gt  wf.,  DC  :^S12 


Port  Stanton  grating 


-ear  .-ere: 


Tnis  IS  a follow  up  letter  to  my  conversation  with  Foe  Corn 
in  January  acout  tr.e  5’oreau  of  Land  yar.agerents  resource 
Management  Plan. 

After  meeting  with  staff  members  of  the  Roswell  BLM.  I 
.made  an.  appcl.nt.ment  with  the  District  Director  Leslie  Core  on 
January  19,  1995. 


I was  somewhat  apprehensive  before  our  meeting  but 
out  to  ce  very  cordial  and  meaningful.  Ms.  Cone 
kncwiedgeaole  and  straight  forward  in  her  answers 
concerns  and  issues  in  regard  to  grazing  of  cattle  In 
Stanton  area. 


it  turned 
was  very 
about  my 
the  Port 


My  ra.nch  adloins  Fort  Stanton  and  for  the  last  4 years  I 
have  leased  3LM  land.  I want  to  continue  to  ce  able  to  do  this. 

Ms.  Cone  nad  re:  staff  set  up  a meeting  for  me  and  Sill 
.McAlpine  a.nother  lessee,  to  discuss  and  have  input  on  the  future 
of  grazing  in  the  Port  Stanton  area  Many  issues  were  discussed 
and  It  was  a very  constructive  session. 

I was  informed  yesterday  by  the  BLM  that  grazing  would 
continue  and  some  of  our  input  would  be  Incorporated  in  their 
future  plans. 


The  Port  Stanton  area  was  open  to  grazing  four  years  ago. 
During  that  tine  S294.193  dollars  have  been  paid  to  the  BLM. 
These  monies  need  to  be  allocated  to  the  Boswell  area  BLM  budget 
for  future,  as  well  as  present  preservation  of  the  natural 
resources  of  tnis  area  Right  now  I understand  these  monies  are 
in  limbo. 


60-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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I do  not  jnderstand  hew  tie  Dudge;  s of  tr.e  BL.“  operate,  Out 
: do  ondersta.-.d  tnat  I need  /fjr  help  to  get  tn;s  mcr.ey  into  cne 
operational  f.nds  of  tne  Poswell  BLh. 

wner,  this  comes  to  your  attention  from  the  BLM,  I need  your 
nelp  in  Congress  to  get  It  Implemented. 


Sincerely, 


Don  Brewer 


DBOg 

czp'.es:  Jee  Skeen 

Leslie  Cone,  Area  Manager  2LM 


1-138 
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Tebruary  20,  1 9J5 


Buredii  of  L^nd  Mdra^em^nt 
Roswell  District  Office 
1 71 7 w.  2nd 

Roswell,  New  Mexico  8820l-20'9 


Re;  Roswell  District  RMP/EIS 


To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 


We  understand  the  call  (or  and  need  for  review  of  current 
Ma..a«5e.*ent  practices.  However,  we  also  understand  and  have 
experienced  firsthand  the  reality  of  BLM  bureaucracy. 

p 2-49  - 2-97 

In  our  opinion,  increased  bureaucracy,  especially  to  the  extent 
as  in  Alternative  B,  would  lead  to  nothing  more  than  increased 
confusion  and  increased  inef  f iciency . It  also  seems  u.nrealistic 
that,  in  a time  of  gover.nm.ent  cutbacks  and  reduced  spending, 
Alternative  B could  feasibly  be  carried  out.  If  it  were 
implemented,  it  would  be  economically  devastating  to  the  ranching 
cooinurity,  to  the  local  economy,  and  to  taxpayers  as  well. 

p 2-98  - 2-124 

Alternative  C gives  the  ranching  community  the  greatest  freedom 
to  make  sound  environmental  decisions  while  still  maintaining 
a limit  of  enviro.-.rrental  protection.  We  believe  this  alternative 
would  be  the  easiest  to  implement  and  the  most  likely  to  be 
follc«ed  .p  or.  with  the  limited  effectual  resources  available 
to  the  BLM. 

p 2-125  - 2-152 

In  relation  to  the  other  alternatives,  alternative  D is  acre 
economically  feasible  and  could  be  implemented  without  damaging 
the  environment.  It  would  enable  the  ranching  community  to 
pursue  a relatively  more  economically  feasible  lifestyle  and 
would  better  support  the  local  economy  and  the  area  wildlife 
as  well.  This  is  the  alternative  we  prefer  over  Alternative 
E. 


1 


2 


The  following  are  more  specific  coirments  on  different  areas 
in  the  Draft: 


MESCALERO  SANDS  ACEC 
(2-151) 

Any  grazing  restrictions  to  the  Mescalero  Sands  ACEC  would 
negatively  affect  livestocli  grating,  thus  potentially  have  a 
negative  impact  on  wildlife  as  well.  By  removing  grazing,  any 
incentive  to  improve  land  conditions  is  removed. 


2-93,  2-151) 

nder  alternatives  B)2-93l,  C(refer  to  2-93),  and  D(2-93  t 2-151) 
cquiring  private  and  state  lands  would  have  detrimental 
ong-term  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat  because  of  non-managexent . 
hile  this  acquisition  may  looli  promising  on  paper,  the  reality 
s that  federally  acquired  lands  and  projects  are  shamefully 
eglected  when  left  to  office  bureaucracy  rather  than 
esponsible  land  manager  tenants.  I can  give  many  examples 
f cows  that  died  as  a result  of  gaping  fences  in  the  Dune 
agebrush  Lizard  Preserve-a  fence  that  has  been  replaced  only 
nee  in  17  years  with  little  or  no  maintenance  thereafter, 
esearchers  sent  by  the  Department  of  Fish  t Game  did  more  harm 
o the  lizard  population  in  one  weekend  than  our  llvestoc):  could 
o in  our  lifetime.  This  ocurred  about  2 1/2  years  ago  when 
group  was  sent  to  conduct  a study  on  lizards.  In  this  study, 
uckets  were  buried  at  ground  level  to  trap  the  unsuspecting 
izards  This  theoretically  sound  plan  backfired  when,  being 
n the  midst  of  the  rainy  season,  the  researchers  packed  up 
nd  ran  to  town  at  the  first  cloudburst  leaving  buckets  and 
izards  buried.  Now,  if  this  study  was  meant  to  prove  that 
izards  can't  breathe  underwater,  consider  it  a success, 
therwise,  like  countless  fences,  watering  troughs,  and  f.oats, 
halk  It  up  to  yet  anot.-.er  government  project  that  was  started 
nd  not  followed  through  or  maintained  properly. 
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18  7) 

■luding  livestock  grazing  from  larger  areas  under  B,D,  and 
,ould  also  mean  excluding  the  benefits  larger  wildlife 
labitants  reap  from  livestock  operators,  such  as  fresh  water, 
;d  and  mineral,  even  during  dry  periods. 


ALTERNATIVE  E 

lM!Ieients®Ind  rights  of  way  are  to  be  acquired,  the  landowner 


61-1  The  possible  impact  of  grazing  restrictions  in  the 
Mescalero  Sands  ACEC  was  discussed  in  Table  19 
and  on  page  4-20  of  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS.  We 
estimate  that  as  many  as  144  AUMs  (12  cattle)  could 
be  affected. 

61-2  Lands  acquired  by  the  BLM  having  important 
wildlife  resource  values  would  be  managed  to  maintain 
and  enhance  those  values.  The  RMP  does  not 
provide  for  "non-management"  as  an  option.  Existing 
wildlife  habitat  projects  are  being  maintained  by  BLM 
wildlife  biologists.  There  are  about  60  wildlife  habitat 
projects  throughout  the  resource  area  that  are  being 
monitored  and  maintained.  In  your  part  of  the 
resource  area,  there  are  a few  wildlife  waters  that  are 
not  presently  maintained  because  of  other  problems 
that  first  require  attention,  such  as  the  reconstruction 
of  pipelines  that  feed  livestock  and  wildlife  watering 
units. 

The  Mescalero  Sands  Outstanding  Natural  Area  (ONA) 
fence  was  constructed  in  the  early  1970’s.  It  has  been 
maintained  by  BLM  employees  several  times  since 
then.  We  have  had  ongoing  problems  with  fence 
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must  be  fairly  compensated  and  protected  against  public 
desecration  of  private  assets  and  improvements.  A more  clear 
indication  of  public  and  private  lands  must  exist  in  order  to 
keep  recrea t lona 1 i s ts  and  others  from  unintentionally  disturbing 
private  assets  and  improvements. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 
(4-1  ) 

This  section  contains  too  much  theory  and  speculation. 

The  RMP  calls  for  more  oversight  and  regulation  on  resource 
users  at  a time  when  the  public  is  calling  for  less  government 
and  less  bureaucracy.  Non-use  of  public  lands  is  expensive 
and  wasteful.  Livestock  grazing,  as  called  for  in  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act,  and  other  beneficial  uses  of  the  land  compatible 
with  the  environment  and  are  not  detrimental  to  the  ecosystem. 
BLM's  focus  should  be  on  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  of 
the  resources  on  the  public  lands,  as  required  by  FLPMA.  The 
RMP,  as  written,  usurps  the  water  and  fencing  laws  of  New  Mexico. 
It  also  does  not  consider  economic  impact  adequately. 

We  appreciate  the  individuals  in  your  organization  who  are  so 
often  available  to  us  to  assist  us  and  answer  our  questions 
when  they  arise. 


S 1 ncere 1 y , 


Rick/"  Pearce 
Concerned  Rancher 
Pearce  Trust  Ranch 
RP/lp 


cutting.  We  have  no  record  of  reported  livestock 
losses  resulting  from  establishing  the  ONA.  This  area 
is  not  a "Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard  Preserve"  and  was 
not  established  for  that  purpose. 

With  regard  to  your  comment  about  research 
practices,  the  facts  are  these:  during  the  period  1991 
through  1994,  researchers  used  pit-fall  traps  to  trap 
1,018  sand  dune  lizards  (both  first-time  captures  and 
recaptures)  in  an  area  of  about  450  square  miles.  Of 
that  number,  four  died  in  the  traps  from  drowning  or 
other  causes  (e.g.,  ants  or  desiccation).  Since  1991, 
researchers  have  deviated  only  once  from  the 
schedule  established  for  checking  the  traps;  that  was 
due  to  flooding.  The  mortality  from  using  pit-fall  traps 
is  extremely  small  (0.39  percent  of  the  captured 
lizards). 

61-3  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  present 
grazing  exclusion  area  would  be  enlarged  by  about 
600  acres.  There  would  be  no  detriment  to  wildlife 
due  to  loss  of  waters,  feed  or  minerals  in  this  area, 
because  there  are  none  within  the  600-acre  tract. 
There  is  an  inoperative  windmill  within  the  tract. 

61-4  Easements  are  acquired  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  at  fair  market  value  from  willing  sellers. 
Each  easement  is  acquired  on  a case-by-case  basis; 
there  currently  are  fewer  than  12  easements  on  the 
entire  Roswell  District.  Signing  all  public  lands  to 
distinguish  them  from  private  lands  would  be 
extremely  expensive  and  the  signs  would  be  targets 
for  vandals.  However,  in  areas  of  high  use,  high 
visibility,  or  conflict  we  employ  signing  to  identify  the 
boundaries  of  public  lands. 


61-5  Refer  to  responses  39-2,  39-6,  39-7,  and  39-8. 
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62-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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David  Stout  RMP/EIS  Leader  2/25/95 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roswell  District  Office 
1717  West  Second  St. 

Roswell  KM  68201 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 

The  RMP/EIS  is  in  direct  violation  with  Chaves  County  Resolutions, 
R-92-51,  R-92-44,  R-92-45.  If  copies  are  not  on  file  in  the  BLM 
office,  copies  may  be  obtained  by  contacting  Grant  PinXerton 
Planning  and  Zoning  Administrator,  Chaves  County  County  Courthouse. 

These  resolutions  were  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  compiling 
of  the  RKP/EIS,  therefore  it  would  be  invalid,  unessary  and  in 
direct  violation  with  the  residents  and  citizens  of  Chaves  County. 
Population  ir.  the  county  is  approx.  65000. 

Because  of  the  violations  of  Chaves  County  laws,  the  RMP/EIS 
should  be  withdrawn  in  its  entirety. 

ThanX  you  very  much  for  considering  the  wishes  of  the  citizens 
of  Chaves  County  and  myself  personally. 

/s/  Johnny  TulX 
Johnny  TulX 
Box  A 

Hope  NM  68250 
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63-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment 


Resource  Manaecmeni  Plan 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1717  W :ndSl 
Roswell.  NM  8«:oi 

Dear  8LM 


941267 


Michclic  Dctry 
4912  IhircellDr  ME 
Albuquerque.  MM  871 1 1 
505.293-9056 


^e  pu^se  of  this  lener  is  to  soice  ms  support  for  the  proposed  restnjctunn^  of  the  public 
lands  of  southeastern  Sew  Mexico  It  is  time  to  enforce  federal  euidelines  tha't  the  oil  and  gas 
companies  base  been  ignonng  for  mans  sears  message  must  be  sent  to  these  companies  ihai 
dnlling  on  public  'ands  is  a pnsilece  and  not  a right,  and  that  thes  must  stop  destrosing  our 
cultural  and  natural  resources  areas  ITtes  base  been  uLing  from  the  taxpaser  for  far  too  lone 

It  IS  encouraging  to  see  that  sou  are  taking  a sund  against  such  an  inPuentia!  croup  of 
^rporations  and  issociations  The  decisions  >ou  make  can  help  to  pr.serxe  some  of  Sew 
Mexico  s beautiful  and  unique  natural  resource  areas  for  the  enjosment  of  mans  future 

^neiations  If  1 can  be  of  ans  help,  please  contact  me  at  the  address  or  ph.-.ne  number  afxtve 
I hank  \ou 


SinccrcK. 


ip 


Michflltf  DeiP. 
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64-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Feb.  23-1995 

David  Stout  RMP/EIS  Tea»  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanageoent 
Roswell  District  Office 

Gentlemen  Just  a short  comment  on  your  Resorce  Management 
Plan.  It  looks  to  me  that  the  BLM  wants  control  of  most  of  the 
wetlands  at  the  expense  of  the  cattlemen,  and  in  favor  of  waterfowl 
6 wildlife  habatat.  I am  against  any  proposal  that  takes  grazing 
rights  or  grazing  land  from  ranchers  or  land  owners  to  create 
wildlife  or  waterfowl  habatat.  There  will  come  a tine  when  all 
resorces  will  be  needed  to  feed  the  American  people. 

Thank  you,  /s/  Eb  Allensworth 
Elbert  E.  Allensworth 
Land  Owner,  Rancher,  East  of  the 
Pecos  River,  Chaves  County 

Eb  Allensworth 
2201  S.  Eisenhower 
Roswell,  KM  88201 
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February  21,  1995 

941269 

Subject: 

Roswell  Resource  Area  Draft 

Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental 

Impact  Statement  j 

To: 

David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader  ' 

FEB  2 7 1995 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

uisr  e N u 

Roswell  District  Office 

1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  New  .Mexico  88201 

As  per  your  request  for  comments  regarding  the  subject  document  I am 
enclosing  my  comments  for  your  evaluation  and  consideration  for 
implementation. 


1 . From  TABLE  2.  page  s-1 1 the  BLM  indicates  that  it  wishes  to  obtain 
2,000  to  3,000  acres  along  the  Rio  Booilo,  Table  A-9- 1 (Lands  Proposed 
for  .Accjuisibon)  depicts  279  acres  of  State  land  for  acquisition.  Does  this 
imply  that  2,721  acres  of  private  land  are  slated  for  acquisition  by  the 
BL,M  along  the  Rio  Bonito’  Please  provide  a map  with  both  the  State 
lands  and  the  private  lands  that  BLM  wishes  to  acquire  along  the  Rio 
Bonito,  Pnvate  land  owners  along  the  Rio  Bonito  want  to  know  if  their 
Slate  leases  and  private  property  are  targeted  for  acquisiuon.  Table  33 
page  2.70  indicates  that  1,018  acres  of  private  property  and  1,982  acres  of 
state  lands  are  targeted  for  acquisition  Your  various  tables  are  not 
consistent  with  your  proposed  acquisition  goals.  A recent  news  article  in 
the  Ruidoso  News  indicated  a trade  for  lands  near  Lincoln  has  just  been 
completed.  It  would  appear  that  the  draft  document  you  have  submitted 
for  review  is  an  attempi  tojusbfy  the  actions  you  have  already  completed 
or  in  the  process  of  completion. 

2.  On  Table  2.  page  si  1.  the  BL.V1  indicates  they  intend  to  esclude  major 
R/W  on  several  thousand  acres:  Local  ranchers  have  ublized  exisbng 
roads  to  get  to  their  private  property  and  manage  their  livestock  operabon 
on  public  land  for  years  Does  BLM  with  a stroke  of  a pen  deprive  the.se 
ranchers  of  the  right  to  use  exisnng  roads  and  trails  they  have  been  using 
for  the  past  100  years  to  manage  their  livesKxik  operabons. 


65-1  The  purpose  of  Appendix  9 is  to  disclose,  to  the 
extent  possible,  our  interest  in  acquiring  certain  lands 
to  further  our  management  goals.  Acquisitions  would 
occur  on  a case-by-case  basis  as  opportunities  arise. 
The  list  of  lands  in  Appendix  9 is  not  inclusive,  nor 
does  it  mean  that  an  attempt  would  be  made  to 
acquire  every  listed  parcel.  Except  for  the  lands 
offered  by  the  Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company,  we  do 
not  expect  further  acquisitions  would  occur  along  the 
Rio  Bonito  near  Lincoln,  unless  a private  party  initiates 
a sale  or  exchange  proposal  or  the  State  of  New 
Mexico  indicates  a desire  to  exchange  lands.  As 
indicated  in  a footnote  of  Table  33  on  Page  2-70  of  the 
Draft  RMP,  the  acreage  in  the  table  includes  the  Rio 
Bonito  Waterfall,  lands  along  the  Rio  Bonito  adjacent 
to  the  Fort  Stanton  ACEC  and  NMSU  facilities  at  Fort 
Stanton.  In  1992,  a land  use  plan  amendment  was 
approved  which  authorized  the  BLM  to  seek 
acquisition  of  up  to  2,000  acres  of  a total  of 
approximately  5,000  acres  of  land  situated  along  the 
Rio  Bonito  from  the  Lincoln  National  Forest  boundary 
between  Sections  15  and  16  in  T.  10  S.,  R.  13  E.  to 
the  confluence  of  the  Rio  Bonito  and  the  Rio  Ruidoso 
in  Section  4,  T.  11  S.,  R.  17  E. 

65-2  No  valid  existing  rights-of-way  would  be 
impacted  by  any  future  exclusions  of  proposed  major 
rights-of-way  through  special  management  areas. 
Major  rights-of-way  are  defined  on  Page  2-65. 
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3.  On  table  2,  page  s-1 2 the  BLM  indicated  that  it  will  inibate  or  revise  about 
three  allotment  management  plans  annually.  Review  of  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Staterrcnt  indicated  a reducbon  in  animal  units  in  all  cases  None 
indicated  an  increase  in  Animal  Units  This  appears  to  be  an  arbitrary  and 
capacious  attack  on  grazing  interests  without  scienbfic  considerauon  of 
the  condibon  of  the  lands  in  quesbon  It  appears  that  BLM  is  trying  to 
make  the  changes  proposed  in  the  Rangeland  Reform  proposal 
administrauvely  via  the  proposed  plan 


4 Table  2,  page  s-14  indicates  that  the  BLM  will  close  Rio  Bonito  acquired 
lands  to  the  use  of  w eapons.  Appendia  7,  Rules  of  conduct  item  9 The 
discharge  of  weapons  is  prohibited  within  1/4  mile  of  campgrounds,  picnic 
areas,  overlooks,  way  sides  and  interpreuve  trails.  The  use  of  fireworks  is 
prohibited  in  these  areas.  10.  No  hunung  or  trapping  is  permitted  within 
1/4  mile  of  designated  campgrounds  and  picnic  areas.  As  a propeny 
owner  that  is  adjacent  to  the  acquired  BLM,  Bonito  property  and  due  to 
the  fact  that  a porbon  of  my  income  is  obtained  from  hunbng  fees,  I 
request  that  BL.M  locale  all  proposed  campground,  picnic  areas, 
overlcwks,  waysides  and  interpreuve  trails  1/4  mil  away  from  boundary 
fences  to  avoid  conflict  with  my  business  enierpnses  which  I had  in  effect 
prior  to  the  BLM  acquisibon  of  the  property  As  stray  dogs  and  coyotes 
prey  on  my  livestock,  I maintain  a arumal  control  program  on  my  property 
throughout  the  year  Please  locate  any  facilioes  you  wish  to  install  on  the 
Bonito  property  so  they  don  t interfere  with  my  business  operabons 
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5 Table  3 page  s-38  indicates  livestock  numbers  will  be  reduced  throughout 
the  resource  area.  The  government  needs  to  ublize  public  lands  to  an 
effort  to  masirruze  returns  to  the  government.  The  folks  that  are  paying 
the  bills,  the  cattlemen,  bmber,  mining,  reaeabon,  hunong,  etc  need  to 
receive  benefits  in  a rabo  similar  to  the  degree  to  which  they  pay  user  fees. 
If  groups  of  folks  wish  to  have  the  pnvilege  of  having  recreabon  areas 
along  the  Rio  Bonito,  that  is  super,  however  they  should  pay  a user  fee 
that  is  equiuble  to  what  the  rancher,  miner,  bmber  or  other  special  user 
groups  pay  The  environmental  assessment  prepared  by  the  BLM  for  the 
Rio  Bonito  lands  indicated  that  federal  lands  that  supponed  1 (XX)  cow s 
year  around  were  being  exchanged  for  the  Rio  Boruto  lands  The 
recreabon  user  fees  for  these  recreabon  areas  should  be  sufficient  to 
compensate  the  Federal  Government  for  the  loss  of  revenue  generated 
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65-3  Table  2 is  only  a summary;  the  reader  should 
carefully  read  the  text  of  the  alternatives.  Table  19  in 
the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS  compares  the  estimated 
the  change  in  animal  unit  months  generated  by 
different  proposals.  All  five  of  the  alternatives  do 
show  a change  in  AUMs,  resulting  primarily  from  the 
disposal  of  public  lands.  Those  AUMs  shown  as  lost 
to  land  disposals  would  leave  BLM  administration  but, 
we  believe,  would  remain  available  to  livestock  grazing 
under  the  management  of  new  owners,  primarily 
ranchers.  As  for  the  remaining  AUMs,  we  estimate 
3,446  AUMs  (287  cattle  year-long)  would  be  lost  under 
the  Preferred  Alternative.  This  would  result  from 
devoting  a portion  of  the  public  lands  to  other  public 
purposes  which  may  preclude  grazing,  not  as  a result 
of  vegetation  condition  or  changes  in  utilization  levels. 
And,  under  Alternative  C,  we  estimate  a possible 
increase  in  AUMs  of  up  to  36,636  AUMs  (3,053  cattle 
year-long)  resulting  from  changes  in  vegetation 
utilization  levels,  which  would  offset  the  transfer  of 
AUMs  to  private  ownership.  Decreases  (other  than 
those  resulting  from  allocations  for  another  use  of  the 
land)  or  increases  in  stocking  levels  or  use  allocations 
would  be  based  on  the  results  of  monitoring  studies. 
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from  (he  grazing  fees  of  ihe  land  which  was  traded.  During  this  penod  of 
excessive  federal  deficit  the  government  can  no  longer  subsidize 
recreation  use.  and  desires  of  the  environmental  groups  that  don't  pay  their 
fair  share  for  the  use  of  public  lands  Unproductive  lands  should  be  sold 
off  and  managed  by  private  ownership  BLM  staff  costs  such  as  salanes. 
insurance,  retirement,  overhead  etc  should  be  considered  in  a Life  Cycle 
Cost  evaluabon  of  the  Public  Lands  The  spbt  estate  ownership  of  the 
Federal  Lands  should  be  considered  in  the  planning  process  Crazing 
permits  are  bought  and  sold  on  the  open  market.  Federal  ,\gencies  such  as 
the  FmH.\  (Now  the  Rural  Economic  Community  Development!  lend 
money  on  the  permits,  IRS  taxes  permit  holders  when  they  inheni  grazing 
permits,  yet  BLM  does  not  consider  that  these  leases  have  value  Most 
grazing  rights  were  established  by  settlers,  who  came  to  the  west  and 
settled  around  sources  of  water  and  thereby  utilized  the  sunounding  land 
for  grazing  putting  the  water  to  beneficial  u.se.  The  government 
reccgmzes  the  water  nghts  of  western  lands,  however  BL.M  does  not 
appear  to  w ant  to  also  recognizes  the  use  of  grazing  nghts.  Now  here 
comes  the  greens,  the  wolf  lovers  and  others  who  also  want  to  claim  a 
portion  of  the  split  esute  of  the  federal  lands  and  have  their  2 cents  worth. 
Pioneers  who  settled  East  of  the  Mississippi  received  Dile  to  the  land  for 
their  efforts.  People  in  the  West  today,  as  in  the  past  are  treated  as  second 
class  citizens  by  the  BLM.  as  well  as  the  environmental  community. 


6 On  page  1-8  the  BLM  slates  "The  Stale  of  New  .Mexico,  the  federal 
govemment  counties,  ciuzen's  groups  and  individuals  continue  to  show 
inieresi  in  exchanging  lands  with  the  BL.M  These  exchanges  could 
improve  management  efficiencies  for  all  parties  Exchanges  can  enhance 
managerrient  of  impcrtant  resources  le  g endungered  speciesi  for  public 
benetit. 


The  rape  of  the  .Mnerican  taxpayer  and  western  ranchers  and 
farmers  in  these  land  trade  deals  is  unbelievable.  I will  try  and 
provide  a brief  over  view  of  the  Boniio  Land  Exchange  in  the 
following  sentences.  In  the  case  of  the  Bomlo  property,  the  heirs  of 
the  Pfingsten  estate  borrowed  money  for  operating  expenses.  They 
were  unable  to  repay  the  debt  which  was  secured  with  prime  ranch 
and  farm  land  located  along  the  Rio  Bonito,  near  the  Village  of 
Lincoln  New  Mexico  They  then  bsted  the  property  for  sale  with  a 
Realtor  in  an  effort  to  meet  their  financial  obligations.  Members  of 


my  family  made  an  offer  on  several  thousand  acres  of  ranch  land 
that  belonged  to  the  estate.  We  were  told  by  the  Realtor  that  the 
Bank  had  rejected  our  offer.  We  found  out  later  that  our  offer  was 
never  presented  to  the  heirs  for  consideration.  This  property  was 
listed  for  sale  for  at  least  three  years  During  this  time  penod  the 
estate  filed  for  Chapter  eleven  bankruptcy  protection.  1 was  visiting 
one  of  the  heirs  and  happen  to  mention  that  the  bank  had  rejected 
our  offer  on  the  ranch  property.  She  looked  at  me  in  surprise  and 
said  what  offer,  so  I explained  that  we  had  made  an  offer  to  her 
Realtor  for  all  the  ranch  property  that  was  listed  for  sale  To  make 
a long  story  short,  she  terminated  the  contract  with  the  Realtor  and 
listed  the  propeny  with  another  Realtor.  Several  parcels  were 
sold,  with  the  funds  being  disbursed  to  the  financial  insunition.  We 
purchased  approximately  4000  acres  of  the  ranch  land  from  the 
estate.  There  was  some  2500  acres  of  land  remaining,  most  of 
which  was  prime  farm  land  located  on  the  Rio  Bonito  During  one 
of  the  bankruptcy  hearing  that  followed  the  BLM's  developer 
presented  a check  in  the  amount  of  approximately  SI,130,(XIO  (X) 
for  the  remaimng  2500  aaes  of  land.  The  funds  for  this  check  were 
provided  by  the  same  bank  that  had  made  the  same  loan  to  the 
heirs.  The  heirs  were  immediately  evicted  from  the  property,  and  all 
tractors  and  equipment  sold  off  at  aucdon.  along  with  prime  pieces 
of  property  dial  now  belong  lo  the  bankers  family.  One  tract  of 
property  was  given  to  a land  surveyor  to  survey  the  various  tracts  of 
property  What  is  now  interesting  is  that  the  remaining  tracts  of 
land  are  now  being  offered  to  the  BLM  for  lands  of  ecual  value  near 
Los  Lunas,  Las  Cruces.  Carlsbad,  and  Anesia.  What  ;s  very 
imeresDDg  is  the  land  that  was  listed  for  sale  for  over  three  years  by 
various  Realtors  and  didn't  sell  is  now  worth  millions  of  dollars 
according  to  secret  BLM  appraisals,  even  with  several  choice 
properties  skimmed  off  the  top.  Several  individuals  have  requested 
the  appraised  value  of  this  property  under  a Freedom  of  Informauon 
request,  but  were  rejected  By  the  BLM  stating  that  this  was 
pnvileged  information  The  long  and  shon  of  the  deal  is  that  BLM 
wants  to  trade  approximately  1 100  acres  of  private  land  along  the 
Rio  Bonito  for  36, OCX)  acres  of  land  near  Los  Lunas,  Las  Cruces  and 
Carlsbad  The  appraised  value  of  the  BL.M  land  is  alleged  to  be 
several  million  dollars,  while  the  land  developen  paid  slightly  over 
one  million  for  all  the  land  they  acquired,  even  considenng  that  they 


65-4  The  BLM  has  closed  the  Rio  Bonito  acquired 
lands  to  the  use  of  weapons  because  the  acquired 
lands  are  in  close  proximity  to  U.S.  Highway  380  and 
dwellings.  We  feel  the  closure  is  in  the  best  interest 
of  users  of  the  lands,  adjacent  landowners  and 
travelers  on  U.S.  380.  The  rules  of  conduct  (Appendix 
7 of  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS)  for  recreation  sites 
such  as  campgrounds  and  picnic  areas,  have  been 
changed  to  150  yards  to  remain  consistent  with  the 
New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish 
regulations.  There  should  be  no  conflict  with  hunting 
on  private  lands  adjacent  to  BLM  acquired  lands.  Any 
recreational  facilities  (structures)  that  are  planned  for 
the  Rio  Bonito  acquired  lands  would  be  planned  in  a 
manner  that  would  not  interfere  with  your  hunting  on 
private  lands. 

65-5  It  is  difficult  to  make  realistic  comparisons 
between  the  fees  or  royalties  paid  by  different 
industries  or  users  relative  to  the  products  or  benefits 
they  receive.  A visitor  to  a developed  campground  is 
charged  a minimum  of  $5.00  a day,  per  campsite. 
Hunters  and  fishermen  are  assessed  a fee  to  use 
public  lands  for  their  hunting  and  fishing  activities.  If 
a campground  or  other  fee  site  is  built  on  the  Rio 
Bonito  acquired  lands,  a use  fee  would  be  established 
consistent  with  regulations  governing  that  use.  The 
Lincoln  County  Chamber  of  Commerce  developed  a 
report  that  states,  "If  a visitor  spends  one  day  in  the 
county,  the  visitor  will  spend  between  $80.00  and 
$95.00.  Recreational  visitors  are  very  beneficial  to  the 
local  economies  and  they  provide  for  thousands  of 
jobs  and  millions  of  dollars  to  the  state  of  New 
Mexico." 

65-6  Comment  noted. 
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have  retained  choice  parcels  for  themselves.  The  BLM  contends 
that  it  makes  no  difference  if  the  land  developers  make  a big  profit 
on  the  deal  as  they  have  incurred  expenses  from  land  surveying 
costs,  environmental  reviews  and  such.  How  does  a property 
survey  add  value  to  a piece  of  property'’  How  does  an 
environmental  survey  add  value  to  a piece  of  property’ 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  non  irrigated  land  on  the  north  side 
of  highway  380  that  runs  up  the  Bomio  Valley  has  been  appraised 
at  over  S3, 500  00  per  acre  by  the  BLM  for  the  purpose  of  the  land 
trade  I purchased  the  property  on  the  South  side  of  highway  380 
for  less  than  S80  00  per  aae  when  it  was  listed  for  sale.  After 
placing  over  SIOO.OOO  00  worth  of  improvements  on  this  property  I 
refinanced  my  loan  My  loan  appraisal  from  an  independent 
appraiser  indicated  that  the  property  was  worth  S85  00  per  acre. 
Either  my  loan  appraisal  of  $85.00  per  acre  is  low,  or  the  BLM 
appraisal  of  S3500.00  per  acre  for  similar  land  is  slightly  high  The 
BLM  is  very  secretive  and  refuses  to  provide  the  appraised  values 
to  parties  so  that  a fair  evaluatioo  of  the  public  lands  wall  become 
know  n to  the  general  public. 

I don't  have  a problem  with  land  trades  of  equal  value  w ith  BLM 
lands  and  pnvate  property,  however  I do  have  a problem  when 
BLM  gives  up  milbons  of  dollars  of  federal  lands  for  a few  acres  of 
private  land  of  inflated  value.  How  can  a land  developer  strip  ever 
thing  of  value  from  property  and  then  trade  it  to  the  BL.V1  for  a price 
several  times  what  they  paid  for  it.  That  brings  several  questions  to 
rrund’  Did  the  Bankrupt  lodge  not  appropriately  treat  the  heirs 
fairly.  Has  the  BLM  formed  a secret  partnership  with  the  parties  in 
an  effon  to  obtain  the  Rio  Bonito  Property?  Is  the  BLM 
inappropriately  appraising  the  property  at  an  unrealistic  value  to 
obtain  riparian  over  front,  and  provide  their  land  developer  with  an 
unusual  large  profit’  Did  the  real-estate  agent,  not  present  offers  to 
the  heirs,  in  an  effon  to  obtain  control  of  the  property’  It  is 
interesung  to  note  that  the  real  estate  agent  was  a broker  in  the 
Black  River  land  exchange  with  BLM  at  about  the  same  time  the 
Bonito  property  was  listed  for  sale.  Its  strange  that  the  BLM  land 
trade  scheme  did  not  come  to  light  until  the  real  estate  agent  had 
possession  of  the  Bonito  property. 


Many  commurudes  in  New  Mexico  are  landlocked  by  Federal 
lands,  thus  private  property  is  very  expensive  to  purchase  Federal 
lands  can  be  acquired  by  land  exchanges,  such  as  the  one  proposed 
by  the  BLM's  developer  Generally  these  exchanges  result  in 
excessive  profits  by  a bmited  number  of  developers  who  are 
knowledgeable  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act. 
One  reason  for  this  is  that  federal  land  does  not  have  significant 
value  as  federal  land.  Once  the  ownership  reverts  to  private,  the 
value  of  the  propeny  soars  In  this  age  of  excessive  Federal  Deficit 
the  proposed  land  exchange  does  not  appear  to  be  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  Federal  GovemmenL  It  would  appear  that  public 
lands  in  the  vicinity  of  urban  communities  in  New  Mexico  should  be 
sold  at  auction  for  a fair  market  value,  based  on  the  best  use  for  that 
propeny  .At  this  time  pnvate  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  the  BLM  lands 
near  Los  Lunas  are  selling  for  as  much  as  S25.000  pa  aae.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  the  secret  BLM  appraisals  show  this  value  to 
be  $350.00  per  acre. 

.Another  problem  as  I see  it,  is  that  ranchers  that  have  checkerboard 
parcels  of  BL.M  land  within  iheu  boundaries  are  willing  to  pay 
excessive  prices  for  this  property  in  a land  exchange  proposal  to  a 
third  parry  to  get  the  oppressive  yoke  of  BLM  off  their  necks. 

Perhaps  the  land  exchange  is  fair  and  equitable  for  the  parties 
including  the  Amencan  ux  payer,  but  the  secrenve  nature  of  the 
BL.M  makes  one  think  otherwise  Please  remember  that  the  Rio 
Bomto  property  was  on  the  market  for  at  least  three  years,  and  the 
final  value  of  the  propeny  was  esublished  by  the  Bankrupt  ludge. 
the  bank  and  the  BLM's  developer.  Now  the  irrigation  ditches  have 
fallen  into  disarray,  alfalfa  fields  have  died,  and  BLM  appears  to 
think  the  property  is  worth  several  millions  dollars  'A’here  was 
BLM  when  this  property  was  listed  for  sale,  BLM  could  have 
purchased  most  of  the  npanan  land  from  Fon  Stanton  all  the  way  to 
Hondo  for  slightly  over  one  rrulUon  dollars  in  cash.  By  the  land 
exchange  process  the  BLM  is  giving  up  millions  of  dollars  of 
federal  lands,  when  more  lands  could  have  been  obtained  for 
pennies  instead  of  dollars  I am  concerned  about  the  value  changes 
in  the  originally  private  land  after  it  is  acquired  by  the  "ttuddleman" 
when  it  is  presented  to  the  government  for  exchange  Since  these 
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»re  only  "paper’  changes  there  should  be  no  change  in  appraised 
value.  However,  in  reviewing  other  exchanges  made  in  this  manner. 
1 have  found  that  a substantial  increase  in  value  is  credited  to  the 
"middleman"  for  exchange  purposes.  It  is  clearly  not  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  government  to  pay  more  than  "fair  marta  value"  for 
the  private  property  from  a w ilUng  seller.  Nor  is  it  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  property  owner  to  be  misled  by  a "middleman"  who 
has  clearly  been  made  aware  of  the  governments  willingness  to  pay 
more  than  "fair  market  value"  for  certain  properties.  Appraisals  of 
"potential  value"  are  being  fabricated  to  justify  these  transactions. 
There  is  no  legitimate  basis  for  these  appraisals  except  to  serve  the 
agencies  in  obtaining  additional  privately  held  lands  and  restricting 
use  on  the  Federal  lands  that  may  be  sold,  as  well  as  federally 
funding  the  individuals  and  organizations  being  selected  to  conduct 
the  transactions.  .Additional  documeniabon  regarding  this  matter 
can  be  found  in  the  "Final  Audit  Report  on  Depanment  of  the 
Interior  Land  Acquisitions  Conducted  With  the  Assistance  of 
Nonprofit  Organizations  " 
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7.  On  page  1-10  Management  Opportunity  2:  Wildlife  Habiut,  .According  to 
the  Roswell  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  "Pronghorn  antelope  and  mule  deer 
are  the  most  important  big  game  species  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area" 
On  table  2 page  s-30  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  indicates  there  are  25.951  acres  within  Fon  Stanton 
Deer  populations  are  low  in  this  area  when  compared  to  deer  populauons 
on  adjacent  ranches.  The  reasons  for  this  is  that  BLM  has  not  installed  a 
net  work  of  permanent  w ater  system  on  the  majority  of  the  Ft  Stanton 
pasmre  A animal  control  program  should  be  implemented  to  control  the 
lions  and  coyotes,  and  either  locked  gates  or  a diligent  effort  by  BLM  to 
control  poaching  in  the  Fort  Stanton  area  needs  to  be  implemented.  Years 
ago  an  area  either  on  the  Lincoln  National  Forest  or  the  Fon  Stanton  area 
was  designated  as  a game  preserve  This  resulted  in  extra  large  buck  deer 
in  the  area.  Your  game  management  staff  may  wish  to  implement  a game 
preserve  concept  once  again  to  enhance  the  numbers  of  wildlife  in  the 
area. 


8 On  page  1-15  BLM  indicated  that  surface-disturbing  activities  are  subject 
to  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements.  This  applies  to  private  land 
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surface  areas  that  are  privately  owned  or  owned  by  the  Sute  of  New 
Mexico  or  local  governments  when  those  lands  overlie  BLM  administered 
federal  minerals.  In  those  cases  of  split  estates  the  private  owners  of  the 
minerals,  the  private  land  owners,  and  state  and  local  governments  need  to 
have  input  into  the  development  and  revisions  of  the  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements  used  by  the  BLM.  In  those  cases  where 
existing  oil  leases  wrill  be  terminated  by  BLM,  the  leasee  needs  to  be 
compensated  for  their  loss  of  income  due  to  the  adverse  administrative 
action  of  BLM  The  same  is  true  if  BLM  lowers  or  restricts  animal  use 
grazing  rights  on  the  public  land. 
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9.  Under  Chapter  2,  Alternatives  the  BLM  should  consider  selling  all  or  most 
of  the  pubbe  lands  under  its  control  to  private  ownership  These  funds 
could  be  applied  to  the  National  Debt,  millions  of  dollars  of  expenses  for 
salaries,  for  BLM  employees  could  be  eliminated.  Revenue  to  the 
Government  would  be  maximized  through  taxes,  and  increase  in 
production  due  to  increase  in  management  efficiencies  by  managers.  This 
is  confirmed  on  page  4-70  of  the  RMP,  "On  the  other  hand  ranchers 
acquiring  these  lands  would  benefit  by  improved  management  capability 
and  the  potential  for  greater  livestock  production. 


lO.On  page  2-42,  Special  Stanis  Species  Habitat  Management,  U S Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  Recovery  Plans  would  be  implemented,  including  the 
reintroduction  of  native  special  status  species  in  suitable  areas  on  public 
land  in  coordination  and  cooperation  with  local  governments.  This  should 
also  include  coordination  with  ow  ners  of  private  property  that  could  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  reintroduction  of  endangered  species  or  special 
sums  species.  Pictures  and  description  of  the  kuenzler  hedgehog  caems 
should  be  included  in  the  report  so  the  adjacent  landowners  to  the  Fort 
Stanton  area  could  evaluate  caems  species  on  their  property  for 
determination  of  kuenzler  hedgehog  caems.  If  possible  the  areas 
containing  endangered  plants  of  kuenzler  hedgehog  caems  should  be 
fenced  to  prevent  damage  from  wildlife  or  livestock. 

1 1 .On  page  2-68  livestock  grazing  on  the  acquired  Rio  Bonito  lands  would  be 
considered.  Grazing  preference  would  not  be  established  How  will  the 
grazing  be  allocated?  The  grazing  on  the  Fort  Stanton  was  awarded  by 
sealed  bid.  It  has  not  been  offered  by  bid  again.  Has  a grazing  preference 
been  esublished  for  the  Fon  Sunton  area’ 


65-7  There  are  about  seven  wildlife  watering  units, 
seven  earthen  tanks  and  ten  livestock  waters  at  Fort 
Stanton  at  this  time,  not  including  the  Rio  Bonito  and 
Salado  Creek,  which  receive  wildlife  use.  Water 
distribution  is  not  the  singular  problem  for  low  deer 
numbers.  Other  habitat  components  such  as  food  and 
cover  need  to  be  considered  at  Fort  Stanton  and 
adjacent  ranches. 

The  BLM  does  not  request  predator  control  by  the 
Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service-Animal 
Damage  Control  (APHIS-ADC).  Documented  losses 
reported  directly  by  livestock  operators  to  APHIS-ADC 
initiates  predator  control  in  a specific  area.  The  BLM 
views  wildlife  management  as  natural  functions  which 
include  predators. 

Game  management  is  the  responsibility  of  the  New 
Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  (NMDGF). 
Control  of  poaching  is  primarily  a function  of  the 
NMDGF,  with  the  support  of  observant  citizens  using 
telephone  hotlines  established  for  reporting  such 
incidents.  The  BLM  may  recommend  in  the  future  that 
Fort  Stanton  become  a draw  area,  a primitive  weapons 
area,  or  may  use  some  other  means  to  reduce  hunting 
pressure  at  Fort  Stanton. 

65-8  When  mineral  development  is  proposed  on  split 
estate  lands,  the  general  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  would  be  applied,  unless  the  surface 
owner  requests  otherwise.  In  all  such  cases,  a 
surface  owner  agreement  or  negative  declaration  is 
required.  The  surface  owner's  requests  generally  are 
honored,  except  where  the  proposed  action  will  affect 
cultural  resources,  threatened  or  endangered  species, 
or  adjacent  federal  lands.  In  those  cases,  the 
requirements  of  the  applicable  law  would  be  applied. 
Also,  this  topic  is  discussed  in  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas 
Order  No.  1,  Section  VII. 

There  is  no  proposal  in  the  RMP/RMPA  for  the  BLM  to 
terminate  oil  and  gas  leases,  and  no  expectation  that 
this  would  occur.  In  areas  proposed  for  closure,  future 
leasing  would  cease.  Once  a lease  expires  in  an  area 
proposed  for  closure  (either  because  of  lack  of 
production  or  the  end  of  its  term),  it  will  not  be  re- 
offered for  leasing.  Existing  oil  leases  would  not  be 
terminated  by  BLM  for  reasons  of  leasing  closures. 

65-9  Congress,  in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA),  clearly  stated  the 
policy  of  the  United  States  was  the  retention  and 
management  of  public  lands.  Sections  205  and  206  of 
the  FLPMA  authorize  the  BLM  to  dispose  of  or  acquire 
lands  through  the  exchange  process  when  the  public 
interest  will  be  well  served  by  making  the  exchange. 
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12. The  management  practices  of  deferred  graaing  on  portions  of  the  Fort 
Stanton  and  Rjo  Bonito  lands  are  a dangerous  fire  hazard.  This  is 
evidenced  by  the  recent  fire  on  the  Rio  Bonito  acquired  lands  and  the 
potential  fire  hazardous  on  lands  located  on  the  eastern  sector  of  the  Fort 
Sunton  pasture.  If  a wildfire  breaks  out  in  these  areas  it  will  place 
adjacent  ranches  and  private  property  in  danger.  The  endangered  kuenzier 
hedgehog  cactus  could  be  wiped  out  with  the  fuel  for  fire  that  eusts  in  that 
area. 

13 

13.1  did  not  find  any  where  in  the  document  where  funds  have  been  set  aside 
by  the  BLM  to  implement  the  management  piactices  recommended  in  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmenul 
Impaa  Statement.  The  courts  have  found  that  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  to  be  invabd  when  funds  have  not  been  set  aside  for 
implementation.  Based  upon  past  court  decisions  it  would  appear  that  the 
document  as  presented  is  lacking  this  important  ingredient. 

14 

14. On  page  2-124  the  report  indicates  that  development  of  a 20  acre  full 
surface  campground  near  highway  380  that  would  accommodate  modem 
tecreational  vehicles,  if  proposed  development  of  Tract  5 of  the  Rio 
Bonito  land  exchange  is  determined  not  to  be  feasible.  It  appears  this  tract 
may  be  located  on  lands  recently  acquired  by  the  BLM.  If  campground 
will  be  located  on  the  recently  acquired  BLM  lands,  BLM  should  work 
with  adjacent  private  property  owners  to  insure  that  the  public  does  not 
trespass  on  private  property  and  that  trash  does  not  become  a problem  to 
adjacent  private  property  owners.  We  note  that  BLM  has  installed  signs 
along  the  right  of  way  indicating  that  nespass  on  their  property  could 
result  in  fines  of  up  to  S2000.  Will  BLM  provide  that  type  of  protection  to 
adjacent  private  property  owners  as  a result  of  campgrounds  and 
recreation  areas  they  install  along  U.S.  Highway  380? 

15 

I5.0n  page  2-174  the  report  indicates  that  lands  acquired  along  the  Rio 
Bonito  near  Lincoln  would  be  managed  for  low  intensity  reaeational  use. 
Reaeation  activities  that  would  be  emphasized  are  fishing,  namre  viewing 
and  non  trail  hiking.  The  environmental  assessment  prepared  for  the  initial 
tract  of  land  indicated  that  farming  activities  would  continue  on  those 
lands.  Historically  there  is  insufficient  water  on  the  Rio  Bonito  for  both 
farming  and  fishing  activities. 

9 

16 

16.0n  page  2-179  of  the  report  water  Right  Management  the  goal  is  to 
protect  existing  public  land  water  supplies  through  federal  reserved  water 
rights  and  state  appropriative  water  rights.  As  the  lands  along  the  Rio 
Bonito  have  not  bwn  irrigated  since  the  BLM  acquisition,  how  art  the 
water  rights  to  be  protected.  It  is  my  understanding  that  if  water  rights  are 
not  put  to  beneficial  use  they  are  lost  The  American  tax  payer  paid  dearly 
for  those  water  rights  in  the  land  exchange.  The  BLM  should  make  a 
1 diligent  effort  to  protect  the  taxpayers  investment. 

17 

17. On  page  2-188.  the  report  indicates  that  as  many  as  1,480  acres  of  private 
and  state  lands  adjacent  to  Fort  Stanton  would  be  acquired  if  oppominities 
arise.  As  I have  private  and  State  land  adjacent  to  Fort  Stanton  I need  to 
know  if  my  property  rights  are  targeted  for  acquisition  by  the  BLM. 

18 

18. On  page  3-38  of  the  report  the  report  indicates  that  "Salable  minerals  are 
those  common  variety  mineral  materials  segregated  out  of  the  locatable 
minerals  category  by  the  Act  of  July  23,  1955,  Public  Law  167(69 
Stat.367,30  U.S.C.  601)  Salable  mineral  materials  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to.  common  varieties  of  sand,  stone,  gravel,  puiruce,  pumicite, 
cinders,  petrified  wood,  common  clay,  fill  material,  caliche,  and  blow 
sand  Who  owns  the  salable  minerals  when  the  surface  ownership  is 
owned  by  private  individuals  and  those  lands  overbe  BLM  administered 
federal  minerals'’ 

19 

190i  page  3-71  the  report  indicates  "The  principal  management  goal  of  the 
WHA  IS  to  restore  the  riparian  and  upland  areas  to  aid  a wide  variety  of 
wildbfc  species,  including  mule  deer  and  elk."  Elk  eat  a large  amount  of 
grass  Private  property  ow  ners  adjacent  to  Fort  Stanton  need  to  be 
compensated  for  loss  of  grass  if  Elk  herds  overrun  their  property  due  to 
the  proposed  management  practices  of  the  BLM.  Anotha  problem 
asscxtiated  with  elk,  is  the  destruction  of  fences  by  the  elk  as  they  travel 
through  an  area  Does  the  BLM  plan  to  hire  a aew  to  repair  their 
boundary  fences  so  that  adjacent  land  owners  are  not  adversely  affected 
when  the  elk  herds  destroy  the  fences'* 

O 

CN 

20  On  page  4.14  of  the  report  "Relying  primarily  on  land  exchanges  could 
result  in  a more  desirable  land  ownership  pattern  than  relying  primarily  on 
sales  This  is  absurd!  Land  exchanges  are  costing  the  Federal 

10 

We  have  disposed  of  public  lands  that  meet  the 
disposal  criteria  in  FLPMA  and  will  continue  to  dispose 
of  parcels  that  meet  disposal  criteria.  Retention  of  the 
vast  majority  of  the  public  lands  still  is  the  policy  of  the 
United  States, 

65-10  Management  of  special  status  species  will 
include  coordination  with  owners  of  private  property 
that  could  be  affected  by  the  reintroduction  of 
endangered  or  special  status  species.  The  BLM  does 
not  introduce  endangered  or  special  status  species; 
that  is  a function  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

65-11  Excess  forage  on  the  Rio  Bonito  acquired  lands 
could  be  used  for  limited  grazing  in  late  winter  or  early 
spring  (pages  2-76  and  2-171  of  the  Draft  Roswell 
RMP/EIS).  Livestock  grazing  on  the  Rio  Bonito 
acquired  lands  would  be  held  to  a level  at  which  45 
percent  of  current  year's  forage  growth  would  remain 
after  all  uses.  A grazing  preference  would  not  be 
established,  but  grazing  could  be  allowed  under 
contract.  This  would  allow  the  BLM  to  use  different 
levels  of  livestock  grazing  to  achieve  the  vegetation 
management  goals  for  the  area. 

Livestock  grazing  on  Fort  Stanton  has  been  allowed 
under  contract.  Grazing  was  first  allowed  under  a 
contract  for  an  eight-month  term.  A second  contract 
had  a duration  of  three  years.  A grazing  preference 
has  not  been  established  for  Fort  Stanton  because  it 
was  a military  reservation  and  was  not  covered  by  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Act.  A grazing  preference  will  not  be 
established  for  Fort  Stanton  because  livestock  grazing 
will  be  used  as  a management  tool  to  accomplish  the 
management  plan  objectives  for  the  Fort  Stanton 
ACEC. 

65-12  We  are  not  employing  deferred  grazing 
practices  at  Fort  Stanton;  pastures  have  been  grazed 
annually.  Livestock  grazing  would  be  used  on  the  Rio 
Bonito  acquired  lands  as  a vegetation  management 
tool,  if  needed.  Grazing  does  temporarily  reduce  the 
height  of  grasses  and  forbs  and  the  intensity  level  of 
a fire  is  reduced  due  to  lower  fuel  loading. 
Nevertheless,  the  potential  exists  for  a wildfire  in  the 
area,  whether  or  not  the  area  is  grazed.  The  effects 
of  fire  on  the  kuenzier  hedgehog  cactus  have  not  been 
determined;  fire  could  be  beneficial. 

65-13  Refer  to  response  29-7.  Costs  of  our  proposed 
management  in  terms  of  impacts  are  addressed  in 
Chapter  4 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS. 

65-14  The  20-acre  full  service  campground  is 
proposed  under  Alternative  C,  and  would  be 
considered  for  location  on  public  lands  within  Fort 
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Governmeni  Millions  of  dollan  in  fees  (o  middle  nKn.  excessive  profits  to 
the  Nature  Conservancy  and  other  environmental  groups  that  are  making 
excessive  profits  under  the  pretense  of  exchanging  for  lands  of  comparable 
value.  The  riparian  lands  all  the  way  from  Fort  Stanton  to  Hondo  could 
have  been  purchased  directly  from  the  owners  without  using  the  BLM's 
developer  at  a fraction  of  the  value  of  the  BLM  land  used  to  make  the 
exchange.  Furthermore  the  thousands  of  acres  used  by  the  BLM  to  make 
the  exchange  are  forever  lost  for  the  publics  use. 

21  On  page  4-17  of  the  report  "Under  Altemabve  A.  the  stocking  rate  for 
sheep  in  the  Macho  Habitat  Management  Area  of  SO  head  pa  section  in 
any  given  pasmre  would  affect  42  percent  of  the  resource  area.  Sheep  can 
assist  in  the  control  of  noxious  weeds  if  propaly  managed.  By  setting  an 
arbitrary  and  capacious  number  on  the  number  of  sheep  pa  section  the 
BLM  has  taken  away  all  management  decisions  from  the  rancha.  A one 
size  fits  all  decision,  such  as  this  does  not  reflect  good  management  on  the 
pan  of  the  BLM. 

22  The  nine  month  grazing  season  at  Fort  Stanton  results  in  discrimination 
against  small  and  emerging  ranch  operators.  Limilatioo  to  nine  months  on 
the  Fon  Stanton  pasture  means  that  an  opaator  has  to  find  an  alternate 
source  of  forage  for  the  livestock  for  the  remaining  three  months.  Also  the 
time  period  for  the  lease  needs  to  be  extended  for  periods  of  up  to  five 
years  so  that  small  operators  can  finance  loans  for  purchase  of  cattle  and 
lease  pasture  for  the  remaining  three  months. 

23. Under  the  Social  and  Economic  aspects  presented  on  page  4-68  there  is  no 
consideration  given  by  the  BLM  to  the  private  property  nghts  of  adjacent 
land  owners  that  may  be  affected  by  the  decisions  of  BLM  management. 

24  On  page  179  "Due  to  "checkerboard"  ownaship  in  watasheds, 
management  on  BLM-administered  lands  alone  may  not  be  adequate  to 
support  designated  stream  uses.  i^Tiere  appropriate,  cooperative 
agreements,  MOUs,  or  otha  Interagency  efforts  would  be  made  to 
manage  entire  watersheds  to  maintain  or  improve  wata  quality."  As  I 
own  property  in  the  Rio  Bonito  watashed,  1 protest  any  effort  by  BLM 
with  any  other  fedaal  or  State  agencies  to  dictate  how  I use  my  private 
property,  in  regard  to  the  numba  of  cattle  1 run.  whae  I locate  my  roads, 
or  whae  1 excavate  sand,  gravel  or  other  products.  In  my  view  point  the 


BLM  can't  manage  the  federal  lands  in  an  acceptable  manna,  so  how  can 
they  expect  to  manage  private  property  appropriately.  A significant 
amount  of  the  land  in  the  Rio  Bonito  water  shed  is  on  slopes  that  are  ova 
20  percent.  You  indicate  that  no  occupancy  or  use  would  be  allowed  on 
slopes  ova  20  percent  Does  this  mean  that  all  ranches  in  Lincoln  county 
that  are  on  private  lands,  located  on  the  Rio  Bonito  water  shed,  will  be 
prohibited  from  grazing  canie  on  their  property?  How  can  BLM  expect  to 
control  private  property  rights  in  New  Mexico  without  just  compensation 
to  the  owners  of  that  property. 

25.  On  page  2-179  unda  wata  right  management  you  indicate  that  you  will 
contact  the  Stale  Engineer  to  ensure  protection  of  BLM  wata  rights, 
private  property  owners  are  required  to  put  wata  to  beneficial  use  to 
retain  water  rights?  Does  the  BLM  have  special  privileges  that  allow 
retention  of  water  rights  beyond  that  of  the  general  public  without  putting 
the  water  to  beneficial  use  as  defined  by  the  courts. 

26.  On  page  2-181  you  indicate  that  you  wish  to  provide  protection  and 
recovery  for  all  Special  Status  Species,  which  are  federal  and  state  listed 
species,  and  federal  candidate  species,  and  their  habitats  on  pubUc  lands 
You  indicate  that  U S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Recovery  Plans  would  be 
implemented,  including  the  reintroduction  of  native  special  status  species 
in  suitable  areas  on  pubbc  land  in  coordination  and  cooperation  with  local 
governments.  The  cooperation  should  include  adjacent  landowners  that 
will  be  affected  by  the  red  tape  and  oppressive  requirements  placed  upon 
them  by  the  U S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Recovery  Plans. 

27.  On  page  2-185  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concerns  (ACECj  'The 
boundaries  of  the  ACEC  descnbed  below  have  been  established  based  on 
the  presence  of  resources  and  opportunities  for  efficient  management. 
Irrespective  of  land  ownership  3Miat  legal  right  does  BLM  have  to 
make  management  decisions  on  private  property  that  falls  within  areas 
they  decree  as  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern.  What  authority 
does  the  BLM  have  to  acquire  and  manage  State  and  Private  property  if 
the  Slate  and  private  properties  owners  don't'  wish  to  be  managed  by  the 
ELM”* 

28.  An  independent  appeal  process  needs  to  be  implemented  that  is  available 
to  the  users  of  public  lands,  that  is  independent  of  BLM  overview  Such 
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Stanton,  not  on  the  Rio  Bonito  acquired  lands.  And, 
our  preferred  alternative.  Alternative  E,  does  not 
include  a proposal  for  this  campground.  We  will  make 
every  effort  to  post  signs  and  clearly  mark  the 
boundaries  of  any  lands  acquired  along  the  Rio  Bonito. 
We  plan  to  involve  residents  in  the  Lincoln  area  in 
developing  an  activity  plan  for  the  use  of  the  acquired 
lands.  If  any  recreational  facilities  are  developed  on 
the  acquired  lands,  they  would  be  planned  in  a 
manner  that  would  enhance  the  valley,  not  degrade  It. 
We  would  not  be  enforcing  county  or  state  laws  on 
private  lands. 

65-15  At  the  time  the  environmental  assessment  (EA) 
was  prepared  for  the  Rio  Bonito  acquisition,  we  had 
not  determined  which  fields  would  be  appropriate  for 
cultivation.  The  EA  simply  stated  that  agricultural 
crops  could  be  established  on  existing  tillable  acreage. 
This  disclosed  the  possibility  of  cultivation  and  allowed 
management  flexibility  in  selecting  fields  that  could  be 
cultivated  at  a later  date.  It  is  not  our  intent  to  return 
all  previously  cultivated  lands  back  to  cultivation.  In 
the  past,  agricultural  practices  probably  contributed  to 
a decline  in  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat.  Diversion  for 
irrigation  of  most  of  the  flow  from  the  Rio  Bonito  would 
have  made  for  poor  fishing  conditions.  We  believe 
that  with  proper  riparian  management  of  the  lands 
adjacent  to  the  river,  both  agricultural  and  fishing 
activities  could  occur.  We  have  water  which  should  be 
sufficient  to  irrigate  small  tracts  to  raise  feed  for 
waterfowl,  to  water  orchards,  and  to  provide  a fishery. 

65-16  It  has  been,  and  continues  to  be  BLM  policy  to 
follow  state  water  law  procedures  to  administer  state 
appropriative  water  rights  on  BLM  land.  The  BLM  will 
develop  a management  plan  specific  to  the  acquired 
water  rights  and  riparian  lands  on  the  Rio  Bonito  with 
input  from  local  communities  and  landowners.  The 
plan  will  include  a description  of  the  beneficial  uses 
intended  for  the  water  rights.  However,  the  site- 
specific  plan  first  requires  implementation  of  an 
approved  RMP. 

65-17  We  have  stated  that  acquisitions  would  be 
pursued  if  opportunities  arise.  We  take  this  to  mean 
that  the  BLM  might  pursue  acquisition  if  there  was  a 
willing  private  seller  or  if  the  State  of  New  Mexico 
indicated  an  interest  in  exchanging  lands. 

65-18  On  split  estate  lands,  salable  minerals  are 
owned  by  the  federal  government  unless  the  original 
patent  which  conveyed  the  surface  to  private 
ownership  declared  otherwise.  This  has  been  affirmed 
through  numerous  court  cases. 
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.in  iDilirpendem  group  already  existi  in  ihe  National  Appeal  Staff  that 
pro.  ides  over  view  of  decisions  made  by  the  Rural  Economic  and 
Corrununity  Development  (formerly  FmHA)  This  would  provide  a fair 
and  independent  review  of  adverse  decisions  that  are  made  by  the  staff  of 
the  BLM  regarding  the  use  of  public  lands. 

I wish  to  thank  you  for  the  cppommity  to  respond  to  the  subject  document. 


125  Square  Deal  Road 
Helen,  New  Mexico  87(X)2 


65-19  Elk  herds  have  recently  expanded  onto  Fort 
Stanton,  which  is  part  of  their  historic  range.  Habitat 
management  at  Fort  Stanton  does  not  focus  on 
improving  habitat  for  increasing  the  elk  herd,  but  for  a 
variety  of  wildlife  species,  including  elk.  Management 
of  elk  populations  is  the  responsibility  of  the  NMDGF. 
Claims  for  damage  and  repairs  of  damage  caused  by 
wildlife  also  are  the  responsibility  of  the  state. 

65-20  Exchanges  allow  the  BLM  to  block-up  public 
lands  and  dispose  of  isolated,  hard  to  manage  parcels. 
The  costs  in  an  exchange  are  shared  between  the 
BLM  and  exchange  proponent.  Neither  of  these 
factors  apply  in  the  case  of  land  sales.  The  Rio 
Bonito  Exchange  was  initiated  by  a private  party,  not 
by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  Due  to  disparity 
in  land  values,  the  BLM  could  not  acquire  the  lands 
offered  by  the  Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company  on  the 
basis  of  one  acre  of  public  land  for  one  acre  of  land 
along  the  Rio  Bonito.  Every  effort  was  made  to  offer 
(dispose  of)  public  lands  that  were  small  tracts, 
isolated,  and  inefficient  to  manage. 

65-21  Alternative  E,  the  Preferred  Alternative,  states 
that  stocking  rate  must  not  exceed  an  average  of  50 
sheep  per  section  per  allotment  over  the  course  of  the 
grazing  year.  The  stocking  rate  of  50  sheep  per 
section  was  recommended  in  a study  jointly  developed 
by  the  BLM,  NMDGF,  New  Mexico  State  University, 
and  local  ranchers.  The  recommendation  was  made 
after  a four-year  study.  The  BLM  currently  allocates 
grazing  AUMs  on  over  400  allotments  in  the  Resource 
Area,  many  have  intermingled  land  ownership 
patterns,  and  allocation  has  not  been  a problem.  The 
stocking  rate  as  prescribed  under  Alternative  E would 
apply  on  an  allotment-by-allotment  basis  so  that  the 
BLM  would  be  dealing  with  one  allottee,  as  is  currently 
being  done. 

65-22  Livestock  grazing  at  Fort  Stanton  is  a 
vegetation  management  tool,  to  accomplish  the 
management  objectives  of  the  area.  Any  raiser  of 
livestock  had  the  opportunity  to  submit  a bid  and 
compete  for  the  grazing  contracts  that  have  been 
issued  in  the  past.  We  looked  at  various  options  for 
grazing  seasons.  Under  Alternative  B,  no  livestock 
grazing  would  be  allowed  at  Fort  Stanton.  Under  the 
other  alternatives,  livestock  grazing  would  be 
considered  to  the  extent  it  could  be  used  as  a tool  to 
accomplish  management  plan  objectives,  which  could 
include  different  grazing  seasons.  No  grazing 
preference  would  be  established. 

65-23  The  BLM  will  not  "dictate"  uses  of  private 
property.  The  proposed  surface  use  and  occupancy 
requirements  would  usually  be  applied  only  to  public 
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lands  (refer  to  response  65-8).  The  referenced 
paragraph  simply  acknowledges  that  BLM 
management  of  public  lands  is  not  always  adequate  to 
protect  water  quality.  For  example,  suppose  the  BLM 
manages  20  percent  of  the  surface  in  a watershed. 
The  BLM  also  manages  a stream  reach  that  supports 
a significant  fishery,  but  does  not  meet  established 
water  quality  standards  because  of  high  sediment.  If 
most  of  the  sediment  is  generated  off  of  BLM  land, 
erosion  control  projects  on  the  BLM  land  would  do  little 
to  prevent  sedimentation  to  the  stream.  The  BLM  may 
seek  to  manage  the  watershed  cooperatively  with 
other  public  and  private  landowners  to  meet  common 
objectives,  such  as  maintaining  water  quality. 
Cooperation  would  be  voluntary  and  development  of 
management  strategies  would  be  performed  Jointly. 

65-24  Refer  to  response  65-16.  Just  as  the  BLM  has 
the  same  responsibility  as  other  water  right  owners  to 
put  water  to  beneficial  use,  the  BLM  has  the  right  to 
protest  actions  proposed  by  other  water  right  owners 
that  could  impair  rights  owned  by  the  BLM.  The  BLM 
would  file  any  protest  in  accordance  with  State  water 
law  procedures. 

65-25  Refer  to  response  65-10. 

65-26  The  sentence  you  reference  on  page  2-1 85  is 
taken  out  of  context  in  your  comment.  If  you  read  the 
remainder  of  the  sentences  in  the  paragraph,  you  will 
see  that  we  have  not  proposed  imposing  BLM 
management  on  other  lands  within  the  boundaries  of 
an  ACEC,  nor  do  we  propose  to  designate  those  lands 
as  part  of  an  ACEC.  It  has  been  our  practice  to 
acquire  certain  non-federal  lands  that  further  our 
management  goals  when  opportunities  arise  and  there 
is  a "willing  buyer-willing  seller"  relationship. 
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66-1  It  has  been  our  policy  to  require  geophysical 
routes  to  be  blocked  to  discourage  further  vehicular 
traffic.  The  blocking  techniques  consisting  of  T-posts 
with  wire  strung  between  them  proved  unsuccessful  in 
discouraging  traffic,  in  most  cases.  With  the 
proliferation  of  surface  intensive  3-D  seismic  surveys 
which  occupy  severai  sections  of  land  per  survey,  it 
would  be  impractical  to  fence-off  the  entire  area  as  it 
potentially  would  create  problems  for  other  resource 
users  such  as  grazing  permittees.  We  recognize  that  | 
unauthorized  off-road  vehicie  use  is  occurring  in  many 
areas  originaliy  permitted  for  geophysical  exploration; 
we  are  doing  what  we  can  given  current  budget  and 
staffing  levels.  Also,  refer  to  responses  29-35,  29-36, 
and 
29-38. 
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DRAFT  ROSWEU  RMP/EIS  or  DRAFT  CARLSBAD  RMP'./EIS 


OIL  4 GAS-  PluQged  «j>d  Abandoned  veil  altee 


KJuuAJrr  ■ — “ — — 

Plugged  and/or  abandoned  oil  and  gas  well  sites  and  the  surroundlr>g 

areas  r>eed  to  be  ripped  up  (not  graded  srooth)  and  reseeded . Ai so 

roads  going  Into  these  locations  r>eed  to  be  blocked  off,  ripped  and 


reseeded.  If  necessary  to  Xeep  vehicle  traffic  off  these  areas,  fencing 
night  be  considered  as  an  option.  These  areas  should  be  checked  for 


hCQCKXS  veeds  such  as  Golden  Rod,  Africian  Rue,  Spiny  ‘TMstles,  Tread 


L«af  CrcAinsel,  Salt  Cedar,  Russian  ITiistle,  etc..  Checking  should  be  at 
least  two  ttines  a year,  or  nore  durir^  a wet  season,  so  these  plants  can 


be  eradicated  BEFORE  they  can  head  out  and  scatter  seed.  Plants  such  as 
these  are  notorious  for  clinging  to  construction  equipment  and  spread 


fror.  site  to  site. 


ACmOM  IktQlNttCO 

' o 

1995 

\ . 

KAMI  Of  n*»Om  OOCUWIMTIMO  CO«vmAT>QM 
ACTION  TAJCCM 

.«uruM 

“'SI  . „ vt  X 

66-2  We  require  plugged  and  abandoned  well  sites 
and  associated  roads  to  be  ripped  and  reseeded  with 
a prescribed  site-specific  seed  mixture.  We  generally 
do  not  recommend  that  abandoned  well  sites  be 
bladed  smooth,  but  may  have  at  one  time  or  another 
to  comply  with  the  wishes  of  the  surface  owner.  We 
also  stipulate  that  roads  be  barricaded,  usually  by  the 
construction  of  an  earthen  berm.  Fencing  would  be 
considered,  if  necessary,  to  eliminate  unauthorized 
traffic.  With  respect  to  the  comment  about  noxious 
weeds,  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
compiling  a concise  list  of  noxious  weeds.  Refer  to  the 
discussion  of  noxious  weed  treatment  on  page  2-15  of 
the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 


TTTU 
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»u»JtCT  ROSWELL  WP/EIS  or  OMFT  CARLSBAD  WPA/EIS 

OTF  HIGHWAY  VIMICU  USE  IN  CARLSBAD  RESOURCE  AREA 

suuuAjrr  ' 

Off  hivay  vehicle  os<  in  Carlsbad  Resource  Tea  list^  on  3^13  T>d  3-M 


needs  to  be  changed  to  re*d  th*t  «U  of  the  Resouro  fcre<  it  llnifd  to 
DESIGWTED  coads  and  tvo-track  trails.  Sane  roads  and  trails,  such  as  two 


roads  to  the  sajne  point,  need  to  have  one  closed,  blocked  off  and  ripped  up 
and  reseeded. 


A stipulation  need  to  be  Inserted.  NO  OFf-ROAD  vehicle  use  will  be  allowed  even 


during  any  hunting  season,  to  coincide  with  the  present  Nev  Mexico  Gate  and  Fieh 
Hunting  Proclairatlon  regulations.  On  page  3>13.  (last  sentence)  this  should 
be  changed  to  read  NO  OFT-HIGHWAY  VEHICLE  VSl  vUl  be  pcraitted  on  Public 
Lands  in  this  Resource  Area.  All  lands  vill  be  designated  LIMITED  to 
DESIGNATED  roads  or  two  track  trails,  except  special  areas  set  aside  for 


OFT  HIGHWAY  vehicle  use. 


Hap  a2>6.  page  32,  in  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan  vill  have  to  be  changed 
as  veil  as  one  sentence  on  page  33.  to  read.  NO  areas  are  desigrated  as  OPEN 
to  OFF  HIGHVRY  VTHICU  USE.  jLu 

ACTION  nQuiMS  t 


66-3  Comment  noted.  The  amendment  of  the 
Carlsbad  RMP  does  not  address  off-road  vehicle  use. 
A separate  amendment  or  revision  of  the  Carlsbad 
RMP  must  be  conducted  in  order  to  address  off-road 
vehicle  use  designations. 
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67-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


William  F.  Briney,  M.D.,  F.A.C.S. 
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Hiniaa  r.  Brincy,  M.O.,  r.A.C.S. 

1406  Highland  Road  Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201  623-1244 

Resource  Managenent  Plan  24  Feb  9i 

Bureau  of  Land  Managenent 
1717  H.  2nd  St. 

Roswell,  NM  88201 

Dear  Sir: 

Recently  I have  learned  that  the  Roswell  BU4  District  is 
preparing  their  draft  environnental  iapact  statenent  for  their 
Resource  Managenent  Plan  for  the  district.  The  district  is  to  be 
congratulated  for  proceeding  with  this  activity  at  this  time 
although  it  is  recalled  that  their  effort  was  nandated  by  Congress 
by  virtue  of  the  Legslation  in  FLPMA  and  NEPA  and  that  this  effort 
has  gone  forward  successfully  in  neighboring  states  and  districts. 

The  Roswell  District  is  to  be  conplinented  for  addressing 
several  environnental  concerns  including  their  proposal  to  protect 
the  various  caves  in  the  district  and  to  restrict  off  road  vehicle 
activities  to  designated  roads  and  trails  and  their  proposals  for 
protection  of  the  five  acres  of  critical  environnental 
concerns (ACEC' s) . 

Although  the  preferred  alternative  of  the  district  alternative 
E is  acceptable,  I believe  that  even  stronger  efforts  are  needed 
for  the  district  and  therefor  I wish  to  indicate  that  I an  in  favor 
and  support  alternative  B with  the  exception  that  I believe  the 
requirements  for  adequate  rest  periods  from  livestock  grazing  in 
the  Caprock  WHA  as  outlined  in  alternative  A should  be  preserved. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  matter  of 
vital  interest  to  the  citizens  of  New  Mexico. 


/»/ 


Sincerely  yours, 
William  r.  Briney 


68-1  A point  in  your  comment  must  be  clarified. 
There  is  no  proposal  in  the  Draft  RMP  that  calls  for  a 
limit  of  50  sheep  per  acre.  Each  of  the  alternatives 
has  a stocking  rate  of  50  sheep,  or  more,  per  section 
(640  acres).  We  are  not  certain  which  alternative  you 
favor,  because  Alternatives  A,  B and  E have  proposed 
stocking  rates  of  50  head  of  sheep  per  section,  in 
addition  to  other  criteria. 

A copy  of  the  results  of  the  pronghorn  study  was 
mailed  (on  loan,  as  few  of  these  documents  are 
available  any  more)  to  Mrs.  Briney  on  March  17, 1995. 

Specified  rest  periods  were  not  discussed  in  the 
livestock  grazing  portions  of  alternatives  B,  C,  D,  or  E. 
Season  of  use  is  listed  in  the  alternatives  as  a tool  for 
use  in  vegetation  management.  The  RMP  provides 
general  guidance.  Site-specific  measures,  such  as 
seasons  of  use  by  allotment,  are  devised  and 
implemented  at  the  activity  planning  level.  As  for 
reducing  the  total  number  of  the  livestock,  any 
adjustments  (increases  or  decreases)  in  livestock 
numbers  would  be  made  on  the  basis  of  monitoring 
studies  and  in  conformance  with  applicable 
regulations. 
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Pab  ]4,  1»9S 


Laalla  Cona 

RoawaU  Dlatrlct  Offlcar 

Raaourca  Nanaqaaant  Taaa 
BLM 

nn  Waat  Sacond  St. 

Roawall,  N.H 

Daar  Na  Conai 

Rftar  raadlnq  much  of  tha  draft  R»  for  RoawaU,  ate.  and  llatanlno 
anawara  to  tha  quaatlona  on  Sat  laat-  fab. 
T * *"  aurprlaad  your  paopla  hava  coaplatad  what 

I contldar  a aonuRantal  task! 

^ tha  altarnatlvas-  ay  choica  la  altsrnativs  ’B"-  ay 
raiaonlnq-  B provldaa  graatsr  protection  around  critical  araaa, 
tXagdBlBlni  l»pt  dua  to  aonatary  loasat  In  araa  t down 
atraaa,  also  glvas  battar  protection  to  tha  Pralrla  Chlckanel 
1 i *?  harbaclda  spraying  of  vegetation  which  I 

laaglna  la  being  dona  to  " laprova  habitat"-  In  tha  aid  70'a  to 
early  study  In  Prance  showed  that  "Pluaad  Caaa*  wra  daaagad  by 

tha  Halt  of  fifty  ahaap/acra.  I 
wuld  Ilka  to  saa  figures  either  to  prove  or  disprove  dacraaaa  In 
population  of  pron9hornt. 

You  do  not  discuss  In  either  B or  E tha  rest  periods  for 
livestock  grailng-ls  It  baacusa  you  plan  to  reduce  tha  total 
nuabers  of  livestock  which  will  be  grating?  I hope  this  will  be  tha 
casa-as  tha  population  of  tha  araa  Incraaasa  i It  will,  people  will 
need  aora  areas  for  racraatlon-cavlng  has  Increasingly  bacoss  a 
aajor  aport/racraatlon.  Therefore  I ballsva  wa  Bust  protect  *l-i,  tha 
caves.  If  only  a few  are  protactad-thay  will  suffer  free  alsusa- 
Although  I datast  tha  destruction  of  tha  Ounas-Mascalaro  Sands 
til  aun««-l  fully  coapr«h«nd  th«t«  p«opl«  h«v«  « right  to  ust 
f«d«r»l  lands  too.  Thots  usst  will  Incrsass  also,  thsrafors  wa  Bust 
allow  than  to  hava  as  safe  an  araa  as  possible.  As  long  as  thasa 
people  raaaln  on  tha  trails  t use  tha  Dunes  t other  areas 
already (Destroyed? } being  used-  I Inaglna  sonaday  tha  araa  will 
hava  to  be  enlarged- 


Rs  ths  ACEC  B is  again  ay  choice*  you  Bust  protect  as  such 
area  as  is  possible  in  as  natural  a state  as  possible  for  future 
generations  * livestock  grazing,  OHVers  soon  every  where  except  the 
ACEC* s which  coaprise  precious  few  total  acres. 

People  in  the  various  industries  aust  understand  Federal  Lands 
belong  to  all*4  Bust  be  shared*  yes  I drive  4 use  electric  power  4 
gas*  Drilling  aust  HOT  destroy  nor  should  grazing  or  any  other 
activity,  our  Federal  Lands.  They  are  there  for  posterity  too! 

Sincerely, 

/s/  Peg  Briney 
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Dorothy  J.  Ruisill 
709  W.  Suffinlt 

Ros»eii . NH  ee?oi 

febru*ry  27.  1995 


Divid  Stout,  RHP/EIS  Te<B  Leader 
Bureau  of  land  Management 
Roswell  District  Office 
1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  hew  Mexico  86201 


941273 


Re:  Draft  Management  Plans  for  The  Roswell  Resource  Area 

and  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  published  SepteBber  1994 


Dear  Mr . Stout : 


I nave  read  the  above  Management  Plans  proposed  by  the  USDI 
Bureau  of  Land  Management.  I recognize  the  balance  the 
Plans  must  make  between  the  oil  and  gas,  livestock, 
recreation  and  environmental  concerns.  My  preference 
overall  is  for  Alternative  8 with  its  stronger  restrictions 
on  land  use  for  oil  and  gas,  livestock  and  recreation 
purposes  in  environmentally  critical  areas.  However,  I can 
Support  Alternative  i subject  to  the  following  exceptions 
and  concerns  for  both  the  Carlsbad  and  Roswell  Area 
Management  Plans: 

1.  CAVE  AND  KARST  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT,  p.  S-4:  200  meters 

may  be  sufficient  for  no  surface  drilling  subject  to  an 
exception  that  a 400  meter  restriction  be  provided  at 
High  use  (recreation)  caves  (as  a safety  measure)  or  if 
fragile  soils  exist. 

2.  WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT,  pgs.  S-7.  S-23:  Allow  No 

Surface  Occupancy  within  400  mete-s  of  planned  wildlife 
improvement  areas  if  it  will  be  an  area  of  high  human 
usage  for  safety  reasons. 

3.  WATERSHED,  pgs.  S-9,  S-22:  I urge  the  adoption  of 

Alternative  6 which  calls  for  Ho  Surface  Occupancy 

within  400  meters  of  spr  i ng s / seeps  to  maintain 
integrity  of  water  source  and  allow  for  expansion  and 
retraction  of  the  water  surface  as  may  occur. 

4.  minerals,  p.  S-10  (Carlsbad  RMP):  Alternative  E is 

acceptable  if  the  116,024  acres  withdrawn  in 

Alternative  E includes  lands  within  400  meters  of 

source  of  springs  and  seeps  and  within  200  meters  on 
either  side  of  downstream  riparian  areas. 


69-1  The  area  proposed  for  withdrawal  from  mineral 
entry  under  Alternative  E includes  240  acres  around 
important  springs  and  seeps.  Refer  to  Table  75  in  the 
Draft  RMP.  This  acreage  is  based  on  the  Surface  Use 
and  Occupancy  Requirements  for  Alternative  E,  which 
calls  for  a 200  meter  setback  from  the  source  of  a 
spring  or  seep,  or  within  downstream  riparian  areas 
created  by  flows  from  the  source  or  resulting  from 
riparian  area  management. 
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5.  LANDS  AND  REALTY,  pgs.  $-11.  $-24:  Alttrnitive  6 is 

preferred  in  reference  to  the  exclusion  of  ecreigt  from 
ROW  (which  provides  the  most  protection  for  wildlife 
habitit)  AS  AlternAtive  6 includes  exclusion  for  the 
lesser  prairie  chicken  habitat. 

6.  VEGETATION  MANAGEMENT,  p.  S-12  (Roswell  RMP);  I am 

concerned  with  continued  degradation  of  the 
d e s er t/ na t i ve  plant  community.  Is  the  4St  annual  plant 
production  reviewed  annually  to  set  the  DPC  level  or  1$ 
there  an  optimum  plant  community  level  which  is  the 
marker  for  plant  usage /relent  1 on , 1 am  concerned  that 

if  there  is  no  "master"  OPC  level  in  an  area  that  45X 
usage  annually  will  continue  to  degrade  the  native 
plant  community  (especially  native  grasses  and  forbs). 

7.  cultural  and  paleontological  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT,  p. 

$•13:  Establish  access  and  interpretive  facilities  at 

site  of  alleged  1947  UFO  crash  stated  in  Alternate  C. 

8.  RECREATION,  pgs.  $-17-19:  While  I support  Alternate  B 

proposals  as  relates  to  OHV  and  All  Terrain  Vehicles  to 
reduce  impact  on  land,  livestock  and  wildlife  perhaps  a 
compromise  can  be  drawn  betwen  Alternates  6 and  E. 

9.  WATERSHED,  p.  $-20:  Add  to  'Develop  and  implement 

strategic  watershed  management  plans  for  watersheds 
that  are  susceptible  to  severe  long-term  soil  losses" 
the  words  "and  native  plant  losses".  Note  the  pirns 
should  also  include  the  exclusicr  of  livestock  from  the 
unstable  areas  by  providing  alternate  water  sources 
outside  the  watershed  areas. 

10.  WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT,  p.  $-24:  Continue  to 

exclude  livestock  grazing  on  the  Rio  Bonito  (Alternate 
6)  due  to  potential  de st abi M zat  1 on  of  the  riverbed 
through  soil  and  plant  erosion. 

11.  WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT,  p.  $-25:  Introduce  sport 

fish  when  there  will  be  minimal  negative  impact  on 
native  water  plant  life  and  native  fish. 

12.  WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANA&EMENT,  p.  $-25:  I suppport  the 

establishment  of  protective  exclosures  and  the 
establishment  of  alternate  water  sources  in  riparian 
areas,  wetlands  and  at  playa  lakes  to  protect  these 
areas  from  livestock. 


69-2  Annual  monitoring  of  utilization  is  conducted  to 
determine  if  vegetation  consumptions  goals  are  being 
met.  Range  management  specialists  in  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area  maintain  250  vegetative  studies, 
including  utilization  studies,  that  are  used  to  gauge  the 
health  of  plant  communities.  The  45  percent  cap  on 
utilization  expressed  in  Alternatives  A,  D and  E,  was 
developed  in  the  East  Chaves  Environment  Statement, 
was  carried  forward  in  the  West  Roswell  Management 
Framework  Plan  Amendment/El S,  and  has  now  been 
proposed  in  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS.  The  BLM's 
suggested  standard  utilization  level  is  50  percent. 

69-3  Protecting  soils  from  erosion  by  maintaining 
vegetative  cover  is  a key  aspect  of  the  Desired  Plant 
Community  concept.  The  importance  of  vegetation 
cover  is  also  discussed  in  Chapter  4 of  the  Draft  RMP 
under  "Effects  of  Surface  Disturbing  Activities  (General 
Discussion). 

Chapter  2,  Page  2-178  of  the  Draft  RMP  contains 
surface  water  management  as  proposed  under 
Alternative  E.  The  inclusion  of  livestock  management 
in  watershed  management  plans  is  discussed  in 
column  2,  paragraph  1 , item  (3). 
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13.  ACtCS;  All  niijor  r 1 9 h t s -0 f -»•  )f  to  be  e»cluded  within 
ACEC  sites. 

14.  Ft.  stjnton  ACEC,  p.  5-30;  Accept  Alternate  8 to  close 
25,951  acres  within  Ft.  Stanton  to  mineral  material 
disposal  . 

15.  Ft.  Stanton  ACEC,  p.  5-30:  Accept  Alternate  0 to  limit 

or  exclude  llvestoct  9rat1n9  In  riparian  pastures, 
highly  erodible  areas,  cave  entrances,  campgrounds,  day 
use  areas,  and  sensitive  archaeol 09lca 1 sites. 
Establish  no  grating  preferences. 

16.  Ft.  Stanton  ACEC,  p.  5-32:  Transplants  and  Introduction 
of  big  game  and  upland  game  should  only  be  species  that 
are  or  were  native  to  the  area. 

17.  Mitigation,  Apendix  3,  p.  AP3-8:  Any  land  used  In 

mitigation  should  eoual  or  exceed  the  value  of  the 
original  playa  or  akall  lake  and  should  show  real  value 
to  wildlife  usage  and  enhancement. 

16.  DISPOSAL  CRITERIA,  Appendix  8:  It  Is  reouested  that  no 

lands  be  disposed  of  that  are  classified  as  wetlands, 
riparian  areas  or  streamsights  In  order  to  protect  the 
habitat  and  land  structures. 

19.  antelope  transplant,  Apendix  12:  Delete  the  provision 

that  public  access  for  hunting  be  allowed  In 

deter. mining  suitability  of  habitat  for  Introduction, 
Antelope  are  enjoyed  as  a viewing  species  and  may 
travel  from  field  t:  field  with  the  potential  of  no 

animals  available  for  hunting  In  the  initial  location 
of  Introduction. 

General  Comments: 

2D.  It  should  be  clarified  how  the  measurements  will  be 
determined  for  establishing  the  200  or  400  meter 
exclusion  for  drilling,  livestock  use,  etc.  The 
measurement  should  be  from  the  outside  perimeter  of  all 
lakes,  playas,  springs,  seeps,  caves  and  karsts. 

Further  the  measurement  should  be  from  the  outside  edge 
of  any  river  and  stream  beds. 


David  5tout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
February  27,  1995 
Page  4 
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If  th«  standard  of  ?00  meters  for  exclusion  Is  adopted, 
I would  strongly  urge  a provision  be  Included  to  allow 
the  exclusion  of  up  to  400  meters  to  Include  areas  of 
fragile  soils,  high  human  use.  native  trees  and  shrubs 
such  as  cottonwoods  and  willow  trees  and  areas  of  high 
wildlife  usage. 

It  is  assumed  that  no  animal  control  measures  are  to  be 
taken  by  the  0!.M  as  a result  or  impact  of  these  plans. 


22.  1 support  the  replenishment  and  re-establishment  of 

native  plant  species  and  elimination  of  non-native 
(exotic)  species. 


22.  I support  that  noise  levels  of  oil  and  gas  equipment  be 
maintained  at  the  75  decibel  level  especially  at  the 
lesser  prairie  chicken  leks  and  near  heronries  and 
other  nesting  sites. 

?4.  I request  that  no  further  action  be  taken  to  reduce  the 
shlnrery  oak  by  any  means  to  preserve  the  lesser 
craiMe  chicken  habitat. 


?5.  Revegetation  activities  to  be  with  native  plant  species 
maintaining  a strong  plant  diversity. 

?6.  ! support  the  use  of  modified  pit  below  ground 

level  with  extra  heavy  pit  liners  and  the  use  of 
orotective  wire  meshing  to  p'^otect  the  environment 
birds  and  other  forms  of  wildli'e  from  oil  seepage  and 
spills. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed 
Carlsbad  and  Roswell  4rea  Resource  Management  Plans.  I urge 
your  consideration  of  my  com.nents  in  your  selection  of  the 
plan  that  meets  the  needs  and  desires  of  all  individuals  and 
groups  t-at  seek  access  to  the  public  lands  . 


S i ncere 1 y , 

Dorothy  J.  Russell 


69-4  The  nature  of  a proposed  activity,  the  character 
of  the  natural  resource  or  feature  affected,  the  amount 
of  surface  disturbance  involved,  and  other  related 
factors  determine  the  size  of  a buffer  area.  Each 
situation  will  be  different,  so  it  is  difficult  to  establish  a 
single  standard  that  applies  to  all  actions.  The 
setbacks  proposed  in  Appendix  3 could  vary,  based  on 
the  factors  described  above.  They  also  could  be 
supplemented  by  additional  mitigations,  including 
increasing  the  size  of  a buffer  or  prescribing  special 
practices  to  protect  fragile  soils  or  special  habitat 
features,  following  NEPA  analysis  of  a proposal. 
Refer  to  the  revised  Appendix  3 in  the  Proposed  Plan 
for  new  information  on  the  "200-meter  rule." 


69-5  Animal  damage  control  is  conducted  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  The  topic  was  originally 
addressed  on  page  1-12  in  the  Draft  Roswell 
RMP/EIS.  We  have  added  information  in  Chapters  2, 
3 and  4 of  the  Proposed  Roswell  RMP  that  addresses 
the  Department  of  Agriculture's  animal  damage  control 
activities  and  provides  guidance  for  that  activity  on 
public  lands  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area. 
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Febru*ry  24,  1995 


United  Settee  Ceptrtment  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Managenenc 

Roawell  Oiitrict 

1717  Weat  Seoond  Street 

Roewell,  New  Mexico  «B201-2019 

ATTENTION;  Mr.  Davii  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Uader 

R£:  Draft  Resouroe  Management  Plan/Amendment 


Dear  Mr.  Stout, 


Coetilla  Petroleum  Corporation  desirei  to  tubmit  detailed 
oommenta  to  the  Roawell  Reaouroe  Area  Draft  Reaource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the  Carlabad  Reaource  Area 
Draft  Reaouroe  Management  Plan  Anendment/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (the  'RMP‘>.  However,  aa  of  thia  date,  Coatilla 
Petroleum  Corporation  haa  not  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the 
aubatantive  oommenta  prepared  by  induatry  organizat iona  which  we 
will  uae  aa  the  baaia  of  our  oommenta.  Aa  a reault,  we  will  be 
aupplementing  thia  briaf  comment  with  raviaed  aubatantive  oommenta 
on  or  before  March  IS,  1995,  purauant  to  an  agreament  allowing 
aupplemental  oommenta  between  the  Diatrict  Manager  and  the  Co-Chair 
of  the  NMOGA  and  IPANM  RMP  Subcommittae  on  February  21,  1995.  In 
addition,  Coatilla  Petroleum  Corporation  aupporta  the  commence  of 
Che  New  Mexico  Oil  i Oaa  Aaaociation  and  Che  Independent  Petroleum 
Aaaociation  of  New  Mexico,  including  the  Reaource  Uaera  Coalition 
Alternative  F,  which  ia  incorporated  by  reference.  Before  mahlng 
aubatantive  commence  there  are  aeveral  mattera  that  we  feel 
compelled  to  air. 


Me  are  extremely  diaappointed  Chat  the  oommenta  made  by 
repreaentativea  of  the  oil  and  gaa  induatry  in  the  preliminary 
atagea  of  the  RMP  proceaa  have  been  largely  ignored  in  your 
preparation  of  thia  Draft  RMP.  The  RMP  atacea  that  it  la  baaed  in 
part  upon  public  input  and  involvement  during  the  acoping  period 
and  from  the  interdiacipl inary  teama  that  were  formed,  including 


NOTE:  This  letter  is  representative  of  a letter: i 

submitted  by  a number  of  oil  and  gas  companies.! 
Sixteen  copies  of  the  letter  were  submitted.  They  willf 
not  be  reprinted  in  this  document.  Refer  to  Table  32  i 
for  a list  of  those  who  submitted  a copy  of  this  letter,  rt 


70-1  Refer  to  response  50-2. 
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representatives  from  the  oil  and  gas  industry,  however,  the 
comments  did  not  make  it  into  the  RMP.  This  leads  us  to  a belief 
that  BLM's  mind  is  made  up  and  regardless  of  the  nature  of 
substantive  comments  chat  we  make,  such  comments  will  not  be 
seriously  considered  and  will  not  be  incorporated  into  the  final 
RMP. 


2 
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As  the  federal  agency  charged  with  the  authority  to  manage  the 
oil  and  gas  resources  on  public  domain  and  acquired  lands,  the  BLM 
should  recognize  the  tremendous  positive  impact  that  the  industry 
has  on  the  well-being  of  Chaves,  Eddy,  and  Lea  Counties;  the 
communities  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico  and  West  Texas;  the  State  of 
New  Mexico;  and  the  United  States  Treasury.  The  RMP  does  a poor 
job  of  addressing  the  socio-economic  factors  that  are  affected  by 
the  RMP.  Many  of  the  statistics  presented  do  not  provide  the  facts 
or  evidence  needed  to  draw  any  analysis  on  the  impact  of  the 
various  alternatives  presented  in  the  RMP.  This  is  particularly 
true  with  respect  to  the  impact  of  the  agriculture  industry  and  the 
oil  and  gas  industry  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico.  In  addition,  the 
economic  figures  are  skewed  by  incorporating  Curry,  DeBaca,  Ouay. 
Guadalupe,  and  Roosevelt  Counties  into  the  analysis  when  those 
counties  do  not  contain  significant  public  lands.  The  lands  in 
those  counties  were  either  homesteaded  under  the  prior  Homestead 
Laws  or  were  included  within  Spanish  land  grants  and  the  United 
States  does  not  own  significant  interests  in  those  counties.  The 
RMP  discusses  briefly  oil  and  gas  resources  within  the  District. 
It  casts  the  oil  and  gas  industry  and  its  exploration  and 
development  operations  in  a negative  light.  We  believe  the 
Resource  Management  Plan  for  Southeastern  New  Mexico  should 
establish  the  grazing  industry  and  the  oil  and  gas  industry  as 
significant  contributors  to  the  economy  both  locally  and  regionally 
and  that  both  industries  have  positively  contributed  to  the  health, 
vitality  and  well-being  of  the  local  communities,  the  state,  the 
region  (including  West  Texas),  and  the  nation.  As  an  example,  we 
call  your  attention  to  page  3-46  where  the  RMP  states  "oil  and  gas 
development  continue  to  bring  temporary  prosperity  to  the  area." 
BIX  would  like  the  industry  to  be  temporary  and  down  plays  its 
significant  impact  to  the  residents  of  this  state.  In  addition, 
you  can  find  throughout  the  RMP,  BLM's  bias  toward  cultural 
resources.  The  RMP  uses  words  like  “displacement  of  the  Mescalero 
Apache"  and  "anglo- American  intrusion*  which  skew  the  discussion 
and  provide  primary  importance  to  prior  cultural  resources  as 
superior  over  the  building  of  current  cultural  resources  and 
providing  jobs  a.nd  opportunities  for  those  of  us  who  reside  ir. 
Southeastern  New  Mexico. 


4| 


BLM  makes  the  unfortunate  assumption  that  the  oil  and  gas 
industry  is  going  to  continue  to  provide  the  benefits  to  the  state. 


70-2  The  socio-economic  sections  in  Chapters  3 and 
4 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  have  been  revised. 
Refer  to  those  sections  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS. 


70-3  Refer  to  response  28-46. 


70-4  Refer  to  response  39-7. 
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countie*,  cltiee,  «nd  employee*  th*c  it  ha*  in  the  pa*t  regardle** 
of  the  regulation  and  overaight  imposed  by  federal  and  *tate 
agencies,  including  BLM.  We  want  BLM  to  understand  that  its  zeal 
for  regulating  and  imposing  restrictions  on  the  industry,  and 
specifically  on  Costilla  Petroleum  Corporation,  will  have  a 
negative  impact  on  our  ability  to  continue  to  explore  for.  drill 
for  and  develop  oil  and  ga*  resources  on  federal  lands  in 
Southeastern  New  Mexico,  which  impact  will  further  affect  our 
desire  to  continue  operations  on  fee  and  state  lands  in  New  Mexico. 
BLM'*  prophecy  that  oil  and  gas  is  •temporary'  may  be  self- 
fulfilling  as  a result  of  its  own  actions. 

As  an  example  of  how  the  RMP  deviates  from  the  public  opinion 
on  issues  of  land  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico,  BLM  assumes  that  oil 
and  gas  operations  and  other  uses  of  the  public  land  have  a 
negative  impact  on  'visual  resources.*  The  designation  of  visual 
resource*  is  purely  subjective  and  the  RMP  appears  to  use  a 
criteria  that  any  manmade  object  has  a negative  impact  on  the 
visual  resource  and  scenic  quality.  Apparently,  the  BLM's 
sensitivity  on  this  point  is  much  greater  than  the  average  citizen 
in  Southeastern  New  Mexico.  Since  so  many  people  in  Southeastern 
New  Mexico  are  dependent  upon  the  livestock  industry  and  the  oil 
and  gas  industry  for  their  economic  well-being,  they  do  not  have  a 
negative  reaction  when  they  see  barbed  wire  fences,  stock  tanks, 
windmill*,  oil  and  gas  rigs,  tank  batteries,  pump  jacks,  dirt 
roads,  and  other  alterations  to  the  vista*  in  Southeastern  New 
Mexico  that  are  a result  of  such  activities.  In  fact,  such  objects 
provide  a refreshing  relief  from  an  otherwise  austere  visual 
environment . 

Tremendous  corporate  resources  have  been  expended  in  compiling 
these  comments.  Unlike  government  work,  when  resources  are 
expended  in  nonproductive  areas  (areas  that  do  not  assist  in  the 
production  of  oil  and  gas),  the  bottom  line  is  affected.  The 
domestic  oil  and  gas  industry  has  suffered  the  greatest  percentage 
loss  of  employees  over  the  last  decade  nationwide.  The  domestic 
operations  compete  with  foreign  operations  for  a piece  of  a finite 
budget.  As  operations  in  the  United  States  require  greater 
corporate  resources  for  support  (such  as  regulatory  affairs 
personnel).  there  is  less  incentive  to  continue  operations 
domestically.  Since  demand  for  hydrocarbons  is  not  decreasing,  the 
pressure  will  be  to  import  more  oil  and  gas  from  foreign  nations. 

BLM  cannot  simply  gloss  over  these  matters  in  preparing  a 
document  that  dramatically  affects  the  lives  and  livelihood  of  the 
residents  of  Southeastern  New  Mexico  and  West  Texas;  that  affects 
the  well-being  of  all  citizens  of  New  Mexico;  and  that  has  the 
affect  of  further  compounding  the  plight  of  the  domestic  oil  and 


70-5  Refer  to  responses  28-49  and  128-34. 


gas  industry  affecting  the  nation  as  a whole.  BLM  must  without 
hesitation  place  into  effect  a management  plan  significantly 
encouraging  oil  and  gas  exploration,  drilling  and  development  on 
federal  lands  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico.  There  is  too  much  at 
stake  to  lightly  consider  the  impact  of  the  RMP  on  oil  and  gas 
operations . 

As  a result  of  the  frustration  felt  by  Costilla  Petroleum 
Corporation,  we  have  participated  in  the  effort  by  NMOGA  and  IPANM 
to  develop  a separate  alternative  to  the  alternative  presented  in 
the  RMP.  BLM  must  give  serious  consideration  to  this  alternative. 
We  recognize  this  may  not  be  warmly  welcomed  by  BLM  as  it  calls  for 
less  oversight  and  regulation  and  fewer  employees  to  manage  the 
public  lands  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico.  Nonetheless  your  serious 
consideration  is  not  only  demanded,  it  is  required  by  NEPA  and  your 
implementing  regulations. 


6 


Costilla  Petroleum  Corporation  has  always  endeavored  to  be  a 
good  corporate  citizen.  While  oil  and  gas  operations  necessarily 
involve  some  impact  upon  the  land,  we  do  everything  within  reason 
to  make  the  operations  as  safe  and  as  clean  as  possible.  BLM's 
micromanagement  of  oil  and  gas  operations  have  not  resulted  in  a 
safer  environment  or  lessened  the  hazards.  We  will  continue  to 
conduct  our  operations  in  a reasonable  manner  and  stringent 
oversight  is  not  necessary.  BLM  must  not  make  the  assumption  that 
the  oil  and  gas  industry  will  destroy  everything  if  the  inspectors 
are  not  out  policing  the  area.  Except  for  the  required  colors  of 
the  surface  facilities  (as  a result  of  BLM  requirements)  there  is 
no  difference  in  the  appearance  and  condition  of  oil  and  gas 
operations  on  federal,  state  and  fee  lands.  In  fact,  more  pride 
may  be  apparent  where  oil  and  gas  operations  reflect  the  company's 
logo  or  colors.  We  hope  that  BLM  will  revisit  its  position  on  its 
need  to  micromanage  an  industry  that  is  doing  the  same  good  30b 
even  where  federal  inspectors  have  no  authority. 

The  RMP  is  an  example  that  the  rhetoric  in  Washington.  D.C. 
regarding  the  reinvention  of  government  to  make  it  more  responsive 
CO  the  public,  more  cost  effective,  more  efficient,  and  less 


BLM  must  not  assume  that  oil  and  gas  operations  have  a 
negative  impact  on  another  "resource.'  Impacts  must  be  based  on 
evidence  and  scientific  proof,  not  speculation  and  conjecture. 
BLM's  focus  should  be  on  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  of  the 
resources,  as  required  by  FLPMA.  Livestock  grazing,  oil  and  gas 
operations,  and  other  beneficial  uses  are  compatible  with  the 
environment  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico.  These  activities  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  very  fabric  of  the  culture  in  this  part  of 
the  State  of  New  Mexico. 


70-6  Refer  to  responses  39-6  and  39-8. 
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intnjsive  is  not  heeded  on  a local  level.  This  RMP  actually  calls 
for  more  regulations,  more  oversight,  more  programs,  and  more 
personnel  to  carry  out  the  additional  responsibilities  that  BLM  is 
carving  out  for  itself.  This  is  not  only  with  respect  to  oil  and 
gas  operations,  but  includes  the  grazing  program,  recreational 
activities  on  the  public  lands,  and  creation  of  special  areas  to 
enhance  or  protect  specific  concerns  such  as  wildlife  programs, 
cave  resources,  alleged  cultural  resources,  and  certain 
environmental  concerns.  If  money  and  resources  were  not  limited, 
we  may  applaud  these  ideals  and  lofty  goals  of  the  BLX.  However, 
the  oil  and  gas  industry  will  be  adversely  affected  by  the  efforts 
of  ciy.  to  disallow  oil  and  gas  operations  in  areas  where  there  is 
conflict  with  these  'other  resource  values*  while  at  the  same  time 
the  public  lands  are  needed,  more  than  ever,  to  produce  the  food, 
fiber,  and  energy  resources  necessary  to  maintain  the  standard  of 
living  in  Che  United  States. 

The  foregoing  may  serve  no  purpose  ocher  chan  making  the 
comments  that  will  be  submitted  on  or  before  March  15,  1995  more 
bearable,  having  purged  the  corporate  frustrations  developed  during 
this  extended  process.  Please  consider  our  substantive  comments 
when  they  are  submitted,  incorporate  the  changes,  revise  the  RMP  to 
select  the  proposed  Alternative  F as  the  preferred  alternative. 


Respectfully  Submitted, 


PARKER  & PARSLEY 
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Febru»ry  24, 1995 


United  Stites  Depirtment  ol  the  Interior 

ATTN:  Mr.  David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Roswell  District 

1717  West  Second  Street 

RosweU,  NM  88201-2019 


RE:  Draft  Resource  Management 

Plan/ Amendment 


Dear  Mr.  Stout; 

Parker  k Parsley  Petroleum  Company,  USA  desires  to  submit  detailed  comments  to 
the  above-referenced  plan,  however,  the  mitial  time  constraints  do  not  allow  us 
ample  opportunity  to  do  so.  As  a result  of  the  time  compression,  the  bulk  of  our 
coouitents  will  be  forthcoming  to  meet  the  new  deadline  of  March  15,  1995. 

lr\  whole,  the  Draft  does  not  appear  to  compliment  the  "Partiwrship"  concept  that 
the  BLM  has  promoted  for  revenue  producing  properties  belonging  to  the  federal 
government  and  leased  by  private  enterprise.  The  BLM  has  evidently  made  the 
unfortunate  assumption  that  the  petroleum  industry  will  continue  to  operate  on 
federal  lands  regardless  of  the  restrictiorvs  and  constraints  placed  upon  them.  We 
can  assure  you  that  our  public  company  is  one  which  has  high  respect  for  and 
responsibility  to  its  share  holders  and  we  will  not  continue  any  oil  and  gas  operation 
on  federal  lands  under  unjust  conditions  and  circumstances 

The  referenced  BLM  draft  is  not  compatible  with  the  wish  of  the  U S.  Congress  in  its 
"Contract  with  America"  objectives  We  hope  to  be  specific  as  to  our  objections  in 
our  follow-up  comments. 


Sincerely, 


. Sp»ftruus 
Vice  President,  Goverrunent  Affairs 


Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


HAS/nb 
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Bureau  oi  Land  Managemeot 
RofweU  Disthd 
1717  West  Sccood  Street 
RonrcU^NM  SS201-2019 

Atteouoo:  Mr.  David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
R£:  Draft  Resource  Managemeot  Plan/Ameiulffleot 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 

Burnett  Oil  Co^  Inc.  desires  to  tuboiit  detailed  comments  to  the  Roswell  Resource  Area 
Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/EovironmentaJ  Impact  Statement  and  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Manageoseot  Plan  Ameodmeot/Eovirooineatal  Impact 
Siaiemcot  (the  *RMP^.  However,  as  of  this  date  Burnett  Oil  Co.,  Inc.  has  not  bad  an 
opportunity  to  review  tbe  substantive  comments  prepared  by  industry  organizations  which 
we  will  use  u the  basis  of  our  comments.  As  a result,  we  will  be  tuprplementing  this 
brief  comment  with  revised  substantive  comments  on  or  before  March  15,  1995,  pursuant 
to  an  agreement  allowing  supplemental  comments  between  the  District  Manager  and  tbe 
Cochair  of  the  NMOGA  and  IPANMRMP  Subcommittee  on  February  21,  1995.  In 
addition,  Bumert  Oil  Co.,  Inc.  supports  the  comments  of  the  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas 
Association  and  the  Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  New  Mexico,  including  the 
Resource  Users  Coalition  Alternative  F,  which  is  incorporated  by  reference. 

It  is  abundantly  apparent  from  the  Draft  RMP  that  further  substantive  comments  by  tbe 
oil  and  gas  mdustry  are  necessary,  since  it  appears  that  the  input  that  bas  been  provided 


•01  0«««rr  r W' 

iwo 


B'j«n€TT  Ol  Co..  Inc 


pc«T  womtkTk  Niosa 

«i7i  isaaioa 


Mi.  Dtvid  Stx»t 
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from  U)c  Isdusti^  up  to  thi,  poiot  bu  been  Iirgely  ignored  by  tbe  BLM.  Burnett  Oil  Co., 
Inc,  bopei,  once  we  bive  bed  the  opportunity  to  review  the  commeou  prepared  by 
Industry  organiutioiu,  referred  to  above,  to  addreia  in  more  detail  at  leut  the  following 
elemenu  in  the  DraA  R.MF,  which  elemeota,  among  other,,  malce  the  adoption  of 
Alternative  F extremely  important; 

The  ttewiog  effect  of  the  economic  Ggures  from  Curry,  DeBaca,  Ouay, 
Guadaiupc  and  Rooievelt  Couotiei,  errooeoualy  conaidered  in  the  R.MP. 

The  effect  of  failing  to  recognize  the  tigniGcant  economic  contribution  of 
the  oil  and  gaa  loduatry  to  the  local,  regional  and  national  ecooomici 

Tbe  fact  that  the  'temporary'  contribution  of  oil  and  gas  development, 
referred  to  in  the  RMP,  began  more  than  60  yean  ago  and  can  continue 
well  into  the  coining  century,  providing  jobi  for  the  grandchildren  and 
great  grandchildren  of  tbe  current  retideota  of  toutheaslem  New  Mexico, 
of  lU  cultural  backgroundi.  That  ia.  If  we  can  properly  conaider  the  needa 
of  all  of  ui,  in  our  itewardahip  of  tbe  land  we  all  *temporartly*  occupy. 


1 

2 


3 
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The  effect  of  the  BlhOa  naive  aasumpuon  that  the  negative  economic 
Impact  of  regulation  and  ovenigbt.  and  their  costa  in  human  and  material 
resources  wiL  have  no  affect  on  the  cootinuiog  viability  of  tbe  oil  and  gas 
industry  in  soulheaatem  New  Mexico.  Bumen  Oil  Co..  Inc.  in  common 
with  many  of  the  companies  operating  in  the  Roswell  area  is  already 
stretching  its  resources  to  the  limit  in  the  effort  to  maintain  the 
profllabUity  of  its  wells  in  the  face  of  the  boatile  marketplace  we  must  sell 
into,  dominated  by  the  Mrddle  Eastern  oil  Cartel  arul  by  competition  from 
production  from  countries  where  eovironmeotal  costs  are  not  considered. 
Further  unnecessary  regulation  and  oversight  can  have  a seriously 
detrimental  effect  on  the  ability  of  many  companies,  including  Burnett  Oil 
Co.,  Inc,  to  survive  in  this  mature  oQ  province. 

Tbe  effect  of  tbe  BThTs  subjective  and  unsupported  bias  in  the  area  of 
aesthetic  cooside rations.  The  consideration  of  tbe  value  of  the  various 
elements  making  up  the  Visual  resources'  of  the  Region  needs  to  include 
more  objective  criteria  than  the  bias  of  a few  individuals  in  the  BLM. 

Tbe  effect  of  the  assumptions  by  the  BLM  that  oil  and  gas  operations 
always  have  a negative  impact  on  other  'resources'.  Objective  criteria, 
based  on  evidence  and  scientific  proof,  must  be  used  to  demonstrate  that 
the  impact  is  negative. 


72-1  Refer  to  response  70-2. 
72-2  Refer  to  response  28-46. 


72-3  Refer  to  responses  28-49  and  128-34. 


72-4  Refer  to  response  39-6. 
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Mx.  Divid  Stout 
February  24,  1995 
Page  3 


Burnett  OU  Co^  Inc,,  considers  iticlf  to  be  a good  corporate  citizen,  whose  employees 
for  the  most  part  got  into  this  line  of  work  because  they  enjoy  being  out-of  doors,  and 
who  respect  the  needs  of  the  eovironmcDt  that  they  live  in  and  the  needs  of  those  with 
whom  they  share  it  We  operate  wells  on  our  own  land,  as  well  as  on  Federal  land,  and 
we  strive  to  conduct  our  operation  everywhere  in  as  clean  and  safe  a manner  as  possible. 
Stringent  oversight  by  the  BLM  is  not  necessary. 

We  ask  you  to  please  consider  our  substantive  coauncnis  when  they  are  submitted, 
incorporate  the  Ganges,  and  revise  the  RMP  to  select  the  proposed  Alternative  F as  the 
preferred  Aliemaiivc. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


73  941290 

— Red  Bluff  Ranch  — 

HCM  Box  nOB  A 

\S0S)6:6  5M1  • Roswell,  NM  S8.\)l 
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Hr  0«vld  Stout.  BKP/EIS  T**«  t»*d*r 
Evjrtau  of  tanC  Honagtmont 
Pc*v#ll  district  Offtc* 

171?  V»st  Soeond  Stroot 

aoswtu.  an  aasoi 
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C««r  Mr.  Stout: 

Our  coiwonta  on  th»  HoiwoU  OUtrlct  a»»ourco  H*n*g»»#nt  FUn  *r« 
«•  foUowf 

\.  Th»  aoiwtM  OUtrlct  Surface  Ownership  Mp  Is  Incorrect.  It 
doss  not  rsfUct  past  Stste  land  ssUs.  Plssss  rsfsr  to  Salt  Crssk 
ssctlonsl  of  IS79  for  correct  ownership  patterns  la  our  eree. 

2,  9e  strongly  oppose  the  listing  of  Cocklebur  Lakes  as  • Hatlonal 
Archeologlcel  District  (page  4-27).  This  area  currently  has  aejor 
ges  develop<«ent  complete  with  coapressor  plant,  severs!  producing 
ges  wells,  e prlaary  trsnsalsslon  pipeline  end  nuaerout  access 
roads.  A ^ajor  county  road  (Cottonwood  load)  and  a powar  line  also 
bisect  the  area.  There  are  sink  holea  In  the  lake  area  flllad  with 
untold  yaara  accumulation  of  trash.  It  Is  of  no  special  visual 
rasource  (Quality,  and  there  have  Leen  no  noticeable  archeological 
digs  that  would  Indtcata  an  araa  of  tpeclal  algnl  f leance . The 
3,000  acres  proposed  for  designation  Includes  upland  araaa  and 
provides  nvich  acre  of  a buffer  zone  than  le  necessary.  Designation 
of  the  alts  would  Incraaae  traffic  at  the  site  and  would  lead  to 
Increased  larceny  of  artifacts  Should  designation  occur, 
provision  aust  be  nade  to  excavate  the  site  and  the  area  should  be 
reduced  to  1000  acres  or  less  In  order  to  properly  nanage  and 
protect  the  site.  However,  we  truly  doubt  the  ability  of  the 
agency  to  develop  or  nalntaln  any  scientific  or  recreetlonal 
faellltlei  on  this  alts. 

3.  The  desired  plant  coi»unlty.  first  nentloned  on  page  2-70  and 
coMon  to  altarnatlvea  D.C.D  and  1.  la  an  Intareatlng  concept  If 
Interpreted  as  conceived  by  K.  Lynn  Dennett  the  concept  le 
credible  However,  we  can  foresee  the  DK  used  to  dictate 
unattainable  eoMsunltlee  to  further  the  goals  of  special  Interests 
within  the  egency.  Also  as  outlined  in  table  34  on  page  2-73.  14 
to  40  percent  bare  ground  would  be  required  to  confer*  to  the  ObC 
for  grassland  coeeeunltl  e§ . ¥ould  special  »anage*eBt.  such  at 
reaoval  of  llveatock.  be  required  If  too  little  bare  ground  were 
observed  during  *onltorlng?  Other  co**unltlea  also  Mat  bar# 
ground  requlraeanta  . This  aee*a  to  ba  Inconalatent  with  watarahed 
and  erosion  control  mandates  coswson  to  all  tl ternatlvea . Tha  range 
condition  has  laproved  remarkably  In  tha  past  decade  without  DPC'a. 
end  there  la  no  reason  to  Implement  the*  as  regulatory  aandataa. 


73-1  The  map  you  refer  to  is  for  illustrative  purposes, 
because  it  is  of  such  a large  scale.  The  map  was 
produced  using  data  obtained  from  our  Master  Title 
Plats,  and  the  data  that  was  confirmed  relates  only  to 
public  lands.  These  Master  Title  Plats  are  used  to 
confirm  ownership  of  lands  owned  by  the  United 
States  AND  under  the  direct  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management.  Lands  under  the  Jurisdiction  of 
other  state  or  federal  agencies  (e.g..  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  or 
military)  can  only  be  verified  by  directly  contacting  the 
agency  in  question  or  reviewing  county  courthouse 
records. 

73-2  We  are  aware  of  the  various  surface 
disturbances  in  the  Cocklebur  Lakes  area.  The  fact 
that  no  archeological  excavations  have  occurred  has 
nothing  to  do  with  whether  or  not  an  area  has 
archeological  importance.  Excavations  occur  when 
research  questions  need  to  be  answered  and  money 
is  available  to  do  the  work  or  when  it  is  not  feasible  for 
a proponent  of  a surface  disturbing  project  to  avoid  an 
eligible  site.  Just  because  an  area  is  designated  an 
Archeological  District  doesn’t  mean  that  excavation  of 
the  sites  in  the  area  should  follow.  It  is  a prudent 
practice  to  leave  most  archeological  sites  for  future 
excavations.  At  some  future  date,  the  BLM  may  be 
able  to  excavate  some  of  the  sites  for  scientific  and 
public  values.  In  the  mean  time,  the  area  will  be 
allowed  to  be  grazed  and  oil  and  gas  development  will 
be  allowed  under  existing  leases.  Other  forms  of 
surface  disturbance  will  be  restricted  more  following 
designation  than  has  been  the  practice. 

73-3  Our  proposed  DPC  process  conforms  to  national 
BLM  guidance,  which  was  produced,  at  least  in  part, 
by  K.  Lynn  Bennett.  The  concept  of  a Desired  Plant 
Community  (refer  to  Appendix  1 1 in  the  Draft  RMP) 
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4 Innu.ndo.  ,uch  c.ttl.  e.u.ln,  .oil  co«p.ctlon,  p.o„  «-ja 
/•f*'"*"'**  to  th.  potroUun  Indu.trjr  «.*  b.lna  . 

t.ndi  to  Imm.dUt.ly  poUrlt.  tho..  p.rtl*.  r.f.rr.d  to  and 
dlmlnlshcf  th#  validity  of  tha  documtnt. 

JO)  '■•con.tructlon?  (p.j- 

JO)  Will  BL«  craw,  do  th.  work  or  will  p.n.ltt...  b.  r..ponilbl.» 
Ad.qwat.  eomp.niatlon  .hould  b.  provld.d  for  mandat.d  chanjli. 

».  Wowh.r*  In  th.  doeum.nt  1.  jr.tlnj  n.nag.m.nt  dl.cu.i.d  Th. 
*"**irif  ®"  r.noval  of  llv.itoek  will  b.n.flt  rano. 

condition  and  wlldllfa.  Evan  In  thla  aaa.rtlon,  th.  docuiti.nt  la 
oftan  contradletorT.  Por  axampla.  r.f.r  to  P.  4-21,  flrat  column 
laat  paragraph  In  which  w.  ar.  flrat  Informed  removal  of  llv.atock 
will  provide  long  term  benefit.,  Th.  laat  aentenc.  of  tS. 

deacrlbea  the  benaflta  of  properly  managed  grating. 
Parhapa  mora  attention  needa  to  be  focuaed  on  grating  ayatama  and 
leaa  on  reduction  of  AUW'.  and  on  removal  of  llv.atolk 

hv  •'“••ctlon  for  management 

by  the  BLM  or  by  the  land  uaer.  Th.  alternative,  are  luat 

variation,  of  tha  praaarvatlon  and  nonuae  theme  daalgnad  to  pacify 
vocal  interaat  group..  Alternative  A 1.  th.  l.a.t  unfavo^bU 
alternative  to  util Ite.  Due  to  tha  current  management  phlloaophy, 
rang,  quality  haa  Improved  dramatically  with  a email  p.reantaga  of 
rang,  currently  elaa.lfl.d  a.  "poor".  Llv.atock  n.i.b.r.  are  In 
balance  with  available  forage  aa  confirmed  In  trend  atudlea.  hoat 
u«r  conflict,  have  bean  reaolved  utllltlng  current  guldellnea  and 
the  agency  hat  adequate  rule,  and  guideline,  to  manage  the 
reaource.  Bore  rule,  and  regulation,  will  create  unneaded  conflict 
productivity  of  agency  pertonnel  In  the 
field.  Emphaala  ahould  be  on  Improved  management  of  tha  reaource 

through  program. 

auch  aa  tha  HPh  workahop;  and  2.  focualng  on  Internal  agency 
management  to  enture  qualified  people  receive  proper  aa.lgnment. 


Feapectful 1 y, 
Nike  Hillman 


Fonald  D.  Hll Iman 


contains  the  requirement  that  the  DPC  must  be  within 
the  capability  of  a site  or  area  to  meet  the  objectives 
through  natural  succession,  management  actions,  or 
both.  The  DPC  was  based  on  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service's  range  site  guides. 

Special  management  with  an  objective  of  producing 
bare  ground  wouid  not  be  proposed.  Range  site 
guides  acknowiedge  that  some  amount  of  bare  ground 
is  unavoidable;  100  percent  ground  cover  is  neither 
expected  nor  attainabie.  The  range  of  percent  bare 
ground  shown  in  Table  34  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
encompasses  the  potential  of  every  range  site  in  the 
grassiand  community.  Sixty  percent  as  the  upper  limit 
of  bare  ground  was  chosen  because  at  least  one 
range  site  in  the  community  has  the  capability  of 
having  only  40  percent  ground  cover,  resulting  in  60 
percent  bare  ground. 

73-4  Part  (a)  Section  4120.3-1  of  43  CFR  states, 
"Range  improvements  shail  be  instalied,  used, 
maintained,  and/or  modified  on  the  pubiic  iands,  or 
removed  from  these  iands,  in  a manner  consistent  with 
multiple-use  management."  If  a fence  constructed  on 
public  iand  does  not  meet  the  BLM  fence  standards, 
such  as  exceeding  the  42-inch  height  requirement  or 
having  extra  strands  of  barbed  wire  on  the  bottom  or 
top  of  a fence,  the  aliottee  wouid  be  responsibie  for 
making  the  fence  conform  with  BLM  requirements,  in 
the  case  of  instailing  pronghorn  passes  in  netwire 
fences,  the  BLM  wouid  be  responsibie  for  the 
modification.  When  an  aliotment  is  converted  from  a 
sheep  to  a cattle  operation,  netwire  fences  wouid  no 
longer  be  needed.  Consultation  between  the  aiiottee 
and  a BLM  specialist  would  identify  which  netwire 
fence  or  sections  offence  on  public  iand  wouid  require 
replacement  or  modification.  The  responsibiiity  for  the 
work  wouid  be  negotiated  during  the  consuitation. 

73-5  Grazing  management  techniques  and  methods 
are  not  discussed  in  detail  in  the  Draft  Rosweil  RMP 
because  decisions  made  in  the  East  Chaves  and  West 
Rosweli  Grazing  EiSs  were  deemed  stili  to  be 
applicabie  (refer  to  page  1-15  of  the  Draft  RMP). 
Those  decisions  have  been  incorporated  by  reference. 
Livestock  grazing  management  is  addressed  in  how 
the  proposals  of  the  RMP  will  affect  and  be  affected 
by  livestock  grazing. 

The  referenced  paragraph  (on  page  4-22  of  the  Draft) 
has  been  re-written  to  better  describe  the  impacts  of 
grazing  to  vegetation.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

73-6  Alternative  A describes  current  management. 
Selecting  Alternative  A wouid  limit  our  management 
options  because,  for  example,  we  would  have  to 
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adhere  to  the  current  livestock  management  systems 
in  the  Caprock,  the  stocking  rates  in  the  Macho 
Habitat  Area,  and  very  limited  range  improvements 
(refer  to  the  list  on  page  2-38  of  the  Draft  RMP).’ 
Other  alternatives  offer  more  flexibility  for  rangeland 
management.  For  example,  compare  the  list  of  range 
improvements  on  page  2-165  with  those  on  page  2-38.  i 
Improving  on  current  management  would  benefit  range 
users  and  rangeland  resources. 
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c«AM  * iiuiNCSiE>  February  27,  1995 

f«Mir  AfTun 


Mr.  David  Sioul,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
United  States  Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Ros^fcell  District 
1717  W.  Second  Street 
Roswell  KM  88201-2019 

R£:  Draft  Resource  Martagemcnt  Plan/Amendmeni 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 


(915)  M] 


Wagner  k Brown,  Ltd.  is  greatly  concerned  about  the  many  costly,  unwarranted,  and 
unnecessary  regulations  proposed  as  part  of  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan/Environmenul  Impact  Statement  and  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Draft 
Resource  Managerr>cnt  Plan  Amendment/Environmental  Impact  Statement,  which  shall  be  refened 
to  as  the  ’RMP.'  By  this  letter  it  is  our  intention  to  register  our  opposition  to  much  of  ibe  RMP 
and  to  preserve  our  standing  to  submit  additional  substantive  comments  on  or  before  March  15, 
1995,  pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  the  District  Manager  and  the  CoOiair  of  the  the 
NMOGA  and  IPAANM  RMP  Subcommittee  to  allow  supplerr>emal  corrunems. 

We  arc  concerned  that  many  of  the  comrrtents  critical  of  the  R^fP  which  have  been  made 
to  date  by  industry  ar^}  professional  organizations  appear  to  have  been  Ignored  by  the  agency. 
Sirrularly.  we  take  issue  with  statements  in  the  RMP  which  unfairly  understate  the  many  positive 
economic,  social,  and  cultural  benefits  accruing  to  the  Slate  of  New  Mexico,  its  people,  and  the 
United  Slates  as  a whole,  as  a result  of  the  investment  ar>d  business  activity  of  energy  and  other 
businesses  in  the  subjea  areas. 

We  expect  to  review  the  expanded  substantive  comments  of  several  mdustry  groups 
relative  to  the  RMP  before  submitting  further  comntents  of  our  ovk-n  within  tlv  March  15 
deadline. 


Please  advise  us  before  March  1 if  there  is  any  problem  with  our  preserving  the  right  to 
file  further  comments  on  or  before  March  15,  1995. 

Sincerely. 

Cram  A.  Billingsley 


74-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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75-1  Refer  to  response  59-3. 
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February  20,  1995 


Bureau  Of  Land  Managenent 
Rosvell  District  Office 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 

Dear  Sirs: 

The  following  comsents  are  respectfully  suboiltted  on  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Hanagement  Plan/En- 
vlronnental  lepact  Statenent. 

1.  The  local  BLM  plan  Is  following  the  Washington  plan 

In  RR‘*94.  The  local  RMP/EIS  matches  the  National  EIS 
on  the  following  pages. 

Local  Rangeland  Reform  '94 

Final  EIS 


1 


2>165  Desired  Plant  Community  56-57-60 

2-165  Stocking  Rates  Seasonal  54-C2 

2-168  Reparlan/Wetland  Vegetation  31-51-69 

2-163  Special  Status  Endangered  54-c3 

2-171  Rlparln  Wetlands  31-54-c3 

2-181  Wildlife  Special  Status  Management26-31 
2-179  Water  Rights  Management  l7-14-c2-3 

2-20  Range  Improvements  Ownership  17 

2-183  Controlling  Livestock  Water  65-c3 


72-cll 

83-C2 


2.  The  National  Rangeland  Reform  final  EIS  and  the  Biologi- 
cal Conference  Report  on  pages  166-198,  has  the  same  In- 
formation contained  as  the  local. 


2 


3.  The  local  RMP/EIS  Implements  seasonal  reducing  stock- 
ing rates  or  no  gracing  in  riparian,  wildlife  habitat, 
endangered  species  and  ACCCs.  Page  2-165. 


3 1 ^ 


Does  not  promote  or  encourage  the  economic  use  of  live- 
stock grazing. 


This  does  not  follow  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act,  which  was 
to  stabilize,  not  de-stabilize  or  destroy  the  livestock 
industry. 


6 1 

7 I 

8 I 

9 I 

10  I 
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12  « 
13  I 
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6.  This  pHn  causes  financial  burdens  on  persilttees  who 
graie  full  tlsi.  on  federal  lands. 

7.  The  focus  of  this  plan  Is  on  non-use  and  preservation 
and  this  Is  not  cost  effective  for  administration  by 
the  Federal  Agency. 

8.  This  coincides  with  the  Satlonal  EIS  (RR  *94),  which 
has  not  been  Implemented. 


9.  ACECs  are  not  necessary,  circumvents  Congress  who  has 
already  set  aside  acreage  on  a national  basis  to  pre- 
serve unique . resources . 


10.  Plan  reduces  federal  royalty  and  taxes  to  County  and 
State,  which  Is  economically  detrimental. 


11 . 


Plan  Is  usurping 
of  New  Mexico, 
eflclal  use  for 


the  fencing  and  water  laws  of  the  State 
BLM  and  Forrest  Service  do  not  have  a ben 
the  water.  Page  2 - 179. 


12. 


Page  4-1-  Environmental  consequences  are  based  on  oil 
and  livestock  Industries.  What  about  other  uses,  floods, 
droughts,  or  natural  disasters? 


13.  RMP/EIS  Is  not  defined.  The  language  Is  too  broad. 

14.  nePA  analysis  Is  weaX  on  socio-economics,  U all  was 
Implemented  In  common  management  or  alternative  E. 
This  would  be  close  to  alternative  of  no  grating. 


15. 


One  hundred  twenty  days 
BLM  employees  took  three 
and  BLM  had  advisors  or 
cltliens  from  envlronmen 
meeting  In  Roswell,  and 
gestions  by  these  groups 


are  given  for  comments  to  us  a 
years  working  on  the  RMP/EIS, 
discussion  groups  made  up  of 
tal  people  and  Industries,  two 
two  meeting  in  Carlsbad.  Sug- 
was  not  used. 


nd 


SLncerely, 


p.O.  Box  1505 
Hope,  NM . 88250 


75-2  Standard  practices  that  could  be  used  as  tools 
to  meet  the  management  objectives  of  each  vegetative 
community  are  described  in  the  various  alternatives 
(for  example,  on  page  2-166  of  the  Draft  Roswell 
RMP).  Not  all  of  these  tools  would  be  used  in  every 
situation  or  on  every  acre.  Grazing  treatments,  such 
as  changes  in  the  season  of  use,  class  of  livestock,  or 
stocking  rates,  have  been  viable  tools,  and  do  not 
necessarily  result  in  reductions.  Situations  may  occur 
where  an  increased  stocking  rate  would  be  the  best 
management  practice.  These  types  of  changes  have 
been  in  the  grazing  regulations  since  March,  1988  (43 
CFR,  Part  41 00,  Subpart  41 1 0,  Sec.  41 1 0.3,  Changes 
in  permitted  use). 

75-3  Under  Alternative  E,  livestock  grazing  in  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  would  only  decrease  by  a 
maximum  of  about  3,446  AUMs  (287  animal  units)  due 
to  proposed  management,  not  including  land 
disposals.  This  decrease  constitutes  less  than  a one 
percent  change  in  the  permitted  use  within  the 
resource  area.  The  vast  majority  of  possible 
reductions  shown  in  Alternative  E would  be  due  to 
land  disposals;  these  lands  would  most  likely  continue 
to  be  grazed  under  private  ownership. 

75-4  Refer  to  responses  50-3,  75-3,  and  89-4. 

75-5  Most  of  the  proposed  changes  would  not 
significantly  affect  the  majority  of  the  livestock 
operators  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  The  RMP 
would  allow  the  BLM  and  affected  operators  many 
tools  to  implement  changes  in  operations  with  a 
minimum  adverse  effect. 

75-6  Refer  to  response  39-8. 

75-7  Refer  to  response  59-3. 

75-8  Refer  to  response  39-3. 

75-9  Refer  to  response  39-7. 

75-10  Refer  to  response  50-4. 

75-11  Refer  to  response  50-7. 

75-12  Refer  to  response  50-1 0. 

75-13  Refer  to  response  39-7. 

75-14  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1,  50-1  and  50-2. 
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Bureau  Of  Land  Management 

Posvell  District  Office 

1717  West  Second  Street 

Rosvell,  S*M  88201 

Dear  Sirs: 

Folloving  are  conoents  respectively  subnitted  on  the  Rosvell 

Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental 

Impact  Statement. 

1.  Only  one  hundred  twenty  days  are  given  us  to  make  com- 
ments and  employees  of  the  BLM  too)c  three  years  word- 
ing on  the  RMP/EIS.  BLM  had  advisors  and  discussion 
groups  made  up  of  citizens  from  environmental  people 
and  Industries  meeting  two  times  in  Rosvell  and  tvo 
times  in  Carlsbad.  Suggestions  by  these  citizens  was 
not  used. 

2.  The  local  RMP/EIS  Implements  seasonal  reducing  stocking 
rates  or  no  grazing  In  riparian/  wildlife  habitat/  ACECs 
or  endangered  species.  Page  2 - 165. 

3.  The  National  Rangleland  Reform  EIS  and  the  Biological 
Conference  Report  on  pages  166  - 198/  has  the  same  in- 
formation contained  as  the  local. 

4.  Page  4 - 1 • Environmental  consequences  are  based  on  oil 
and  livestock  industries,  vrhat  about  consequences  of 
droughts,  floods  or  any  natural  disaster? 

5.  Plan  it  usurping  water  and  fencing  laws  of  New  Mexico. 
Forest  Service  and  BLM  do  not  have  a use  for  water  that 
is  beneficial.  Page  1 - 179. 

6.  Plan  is  economically  detrimental  to  counties  and  states, 
because  of  reductions  in  federal  royalty  and  taxes. 


February  24.  1995 


76 


7.  The  Taylor  Grazing  Act  was  to  stabilize  the  livestock 
industry.  Plan  discourages  the  economic  use  of  live- 
stock grazing. 

8.  Plan  focus  is  on  non-use  and  preservation.  This  is  not 
cost  effective  for  administration  by  the  federal  agency. 

9.  Plan  causes  financial  burdens  on  permittees  who  graze 
federal  lands  full  time. 

10.  If  common  management  or  alternative  E were  implemented, 
this  would  be  close  to  alternative  of  no  grazing. 

11.  Congress  has  set  aside  acreage  on  a national  basis  to 
preserve  unique  resources,  so  ACECs  would  not  be  nec- 
essary. 


Since 


Sylvia  r.  Craig  ^ 


P.  0.  Box  2332 
Roswell,  MM  86202 


76-1  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1,  50-1  and  50-2. 

76-2  The  Draft  RMP  proposes  certain  management 
livestock  grazing  options  for  use  in  specific  instances. 

76-3  Refer  to  response  59-3. 

76-4  Refer  to  response  50-7. 

76-5  Refer  to  response  50-4. 

76-6  Refer  to  response  39-7. 

76-7  Refer  to  responses  50-3,  75-3,  and  89-4. 

76-8  Refer  to  response  39-8. 

76-9  Comment  noted. 

76-10  You  have  misunderstood  the  effects  of 
Alternative  E on  livestock  grazing  in  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area.  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  we 
estimate  the  possible  loss  of  as  many  as  37,706 
AUMs  of  livestock  grazing  from  BLM  administration 
due  to  actions  proposed  in  the  plan,  over  the  life  of  the 
plan  (up  to  20  years).  This  amounts  to  about  11 
percent  of  licensed  used  in  the  resource  area.  The 
vast  majority  of  these  AUMS  (34,000)  would  be  tied  to 
proposed  land  disposals.  Based  on  nominations  of 
interest  we  have  received  from  the  public,  as  many  as 
150,000  acres  may  be  suitable  for  consideration  for  i 
disposal  over  the  life  of  the  plan.  We  expect  that  the 
majority  of  the  lands  we  dispose  of  would  be 
transferred  to  citizens  who  have  public  lands  as 
inholdings  within  their  private-land  ranches.  Thus, 
these  34,000  AUMs  would  likely  be  transferred  from 
BLM  administration  to  private  land  owners  and  those 
lands  would  continue  to  be  used  for  livestock  grazing. 

Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  there  are  3,446  AUMs 
proposed  for  reduction  that  are  not  tied  to  land 
disposals.  This  is  about  one  percent  of  the  licensed 
use,  leaving  99  percent  of  the  licensed  use  in  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  unaffected  in  terms  of  grazing 
or  no  grazing. 

76-11  Refer  to  response  39-3. 
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77-1  Acquiring  privately  owned  fences  has  been 
removed  from  the  list  of  practices  that  could  be 
employed  in  big  game  management  in  the  Proposed 
Plan. 

77-2  This  was  considered  in  the  development  of  the 
Vegetation  Resource  Condition  Goals  for  large 
communities.  A requirement  for  specific  species  of 
plants  is  not  proposed  in  the  Draft  RMP  because  the 
RMP  provides  general  guidance  for  the  entire  resource 
area.  We  have  deferred  the  discussion  of  plant 
species  to  the  activity  planning  level  (the  site-specific 
planning  process  that  follows  the  RMP  process).  The 
BLM  would  work  closely  with  allottees  and  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  the  agency  charged  with  the 
development  and  adjustment  of  range  site  guidelines, 
to  establish  specific  species  for  the  DPC. 

77-3  Refer  to  responses  59-4  and  75-2. 

77-4  The  plant  thresholds  described  in  the  Draft  RMP 
are  only  proposals.  Treatment  based  on  thresholds 
would  be  applied  only  after  approval  of  the  RMP. 

77-5  Refer  to  responses  28-31,  50-4  and  65-16. 


TRANSCRIPTION 


SubBitt«d  by  Jesse  P.  Rsyroux 
P.O.  Box  644 

Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.  88221>0644 
CoBioents  on  the  BLM  Resource  Management  Plan 

Page  2*20  Range  Improvements  Ownership.  BLN  does  not  need  to 

own  privately  owned  fences  built  across  public  lands,  or  any  other 
improvements  which  are  privately  built. 

Page  2*165  Desired  Plant  Community.  No  one  can  say  what  desired 
plants  are  supposed  to  be,  because  some  years  you  have  one  kind  of 
plant  and  then  other  years  you  have  different  kinds  of  plants. 
Page  2*165  Livestock  stocking  rates  seasonal.  Only  the 

permittee  can  tell  when  he  has  to  move  livestock  from  one  place  to 
another . 

Page  2*168  Vegetation  Treatment.  Mequite  60  plants  per 

acre.  Places  where  there  are  several  hundred  plants  per  acre  as  yet 
have  not  been  treated  also  for  catclaw. 

Page  2*177  Riparian  Wetlands.  These  areas  will  manage 

themselves  if  you  can  keep  people  from  throwing  trash  into  these 
areas . 

Page  2*177  Watershed  Management.  These  areas  need  to  have  all 

vehicles  kept  from  making  roads  along  waterways  and  where  roads 
have  badly  eroded  out  need  to  be  blocked  withbarricades  and  check 
damk . 

Page  1*179  Water  Rights  Management.  The  BLM  does  not  need  any 
federal  reserved  water  rights.  All  unclaimed  water(  if  there  is 
any)  is  allready  controlled  by  the  state  in  N.  Hex. 

Page  2*181  Wildlife  Special  Status  Species.  The  enroachment  of 
man  into  all  areas  of  habitat  is  the  cause  for  most  species  that 
are  becoming  extinct.  This  is  a part  of  evolution. 

Page  2*153  through  2-191  Control  Of  Lands.  Under  this 

alternative  E there  is  too  much  federal  control  and  restrictions  on 
the  ranchers,  there  needs  to  be  more  control  on  the  general  public 
who  use  public  lands. 
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1705  Wcwfvlngton  Avc. 
,4rtesUv,  Neu»  Mexico  88210 

February  24,  1995 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roswell,  NM  88210 


78  941295 


Re:  Comments  on  draft 
Roswell  Resource  Management 
Plan  / Carlsbad  Plan 
Amendment 


Gentlemen: 


Thank  you  for  allowing  the  citizens  comment  on  a plan  that  will  have  an 
effect  on  our  area  for  many  years  to  come.  I hope  that  you  will  pay 
attention  to  the  comments  you  get  and  conform  your  plan  to  the  wishes  of 
the  people  and  not  the  private  agenda  of  a few, 

I am  a degreed  biologist  and  further  have  a Masters  of  Science  degree  from 
New  Mexico  Institute  of  Mining  and  Technology,  Socorro.  As  a scientist 
and  30  year  resident  of  Eddy  County  I submit  the  following  comments  on 
your  Draft  RMP/EIS: 


1 

2 

3 


The  restriction  of  200  meters  from  raptor  nests  is  unwarranted.  I have 
personally  observed  hawks  hunting  in  the  middle  of  town  and  a bald 
eagle  roosting  between  a refinery  and  an  Interstate  highway.  They 
were  certainty  not  inhibited  by  the  surrounding  culture  which  was  no 
where  near  200  meters  distant.  I recommend  that  this  restriction 
be  deleted  from  the  document. 

The  Prairie  Chicken  restriction  area  is  another  example  of  overkill  in 
past  practice  and  m this  plan.  If,  as  your  own  people  have 
suggested,  the  chicken  population  has  increased  over  that  last  10-15 
years,  it  is  not  logical  to  ask  for  an  increase  in  restrictions. 

The  Dunes  Sagebrush  Lizard  habitat  area  and  accompanying  restrictions 
should  not  be  established.  The  lizards  have  been  existing  for  a bng 
time  through  a much  less  restrictive  and  less  environmentally 
conscious  period  of  grazing  and  oil  exploration  than  at  present. 


3 


I recommend  that  this  area  and  restrictions  be  deleted  from  the 
proposed  plan. 


4 


No  one  wants  to  see  Carlsbad  Caverns  or  Lechuguilla  Cave  be  destroyed, 
but  to  try  to  protect  every  hole  or  depression  in  the  ground  as  a cave 
is  extreme.  The  cave/karst  area  described  in  your  draft  plan  is  far 
too  large  and  restrictive.  I recommend  that  the  cave/karst 
restrictions  be  reduced  to  the  actual  surface  area  over  the  presently 
discovered  caves.  No  area  should  be  restricted  because  there  is  a 
possibility  or  even  probability  that  a cave  may  exist. 


Your  draft  establishes  numerous  ACEC's.  These,  when  established,  will 
require  more  management  and  government  involvement.  I am  not  in 
favor  of  anything  that  will  require  additional  government  oversight. 
manaqemenL  interference,  or  expenditure,  i recommend  that  no 
ACEC's  be  established  in  the  Roswell  District. 


5 


8LM  should  not  set  forth  a management  plan  that  will  require  additional 
federal  employees.  The  RMP  should  set  forth  a plan  to  reduce  the 
number  of  employees  needed  to  manage  the  public  lands. 


6 


Many  acres  are  tagged  for  withdrawal  from  oil  and  gas  leasing  or 
grazing  in  the  draft  RMP.  Further  numerous  acres  are  subjected  to  a 
"no  surface  occupancy"  category.  Additionally  all  acreage  is  made 
subject  to  "Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements."  I disagree 
with  withdrawal  of  any  acreage  from  productive  use.  I further 
disagree  with  the  surface  restrictions  on  productive  uses  of  the 
lands.  I therefore  recommend  that  no  acreage  be  withdrawn  from 
leasing  and  the  "no  surface  occupancy"  and  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements  be  deleted  from  this  plan. 


BLM  must  not  assume  that  oil  and  gas  operations  adversely  impact 
another  resource.  BLM's  focus  should  be  on  responsible  multiple  use 
and  sustained  yield  of  the  resources  on  the  public  lands,  as  required 
by  FLPMA.  The  RMP  focus  is  on  preservation  and  nonuse,  which  is  a 
misconstruction  of  the  word  "public"  in  public  resources. 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 
Sincerely, 

Annette  C.  Patterson 


78-1  We  are  attempting  to  protect  nesting  habitat 
throughout  the  District  and  not  just  hunting  areas  or 
perches  that  raptors  will  use.  There  have  been  many 
studies  which  indicate  abandonment  of  nest  sites  due 
to  various  types  of  disturbances.  The  stipulation  is 
intended  to  protect  those  very  few  natural  nesting  sites 
in  the  District  for  raptors  during  a critical  time  of  year. 

78-2  Our  wildlife  biologists  have  not  stated  that  the 
prairie  chicken  populations  have  increased.  In  fact, 
prairie  chicken  populations  on  a regional  basis  have 
drastically  declined,  leaving  Mescalero  Sands  as  the  I 
only  area  on  public  land  still  supporting  prairie  chicken! 
populations,  partly  due  to  the  existing  stipulations  now! 
in  place.  | 

78-3  The  sand  dune  lizard  is  listed  as  an  endangered! 
species  at  the  state  level  by  the  New  Mexico! 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish,  under  the  New  Mexico 
Wildlife  Conservation  Act.  The  BLM  is  mandated  to 
protect  habitat  for  state-listed  species. 

Mescalero  Sands  constitutes  key  habitat  in  the  state. 
The  combination  of  limited  habitat,  spotty  distribution, 
and  dependency  on  active  or  semi-active  dunes, 
makes  this  species  vulnerable  to  habitat  loss.  The 
BLM  is  mandated  to  prevent  the  listing  of  federal 
candidate  species  as  threatened  or  endangered. 

78-4  Refer  to  responses  29-26,  39-4,  and  42-4. 

78-5  Refer  to  response  53-7. 

78-6  The  number  of  acres  proposed  for  closure  to  oil 
and  gas  leasing  or  affected  by  the  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulation  is  very  small,  in  comparison  to 
the  acreage  that  remains  open  to  leasing  and 
development  (refer  to  response  53-1).  Further, 
closures  and  the  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation 
apply  only  to  future  leasing;  current  leases  would  not 
be  affected  by  leasing  closures  or  the  stipulation.  The 
Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements  are 
intended  to  be  applied  only  when  needed  to  prevent 
impacts  to  resources  needing  protection.  They  are  not 
withdrawals  from  use,  because  in  the  vast  majority  of 
cases,  use  will  continue  to  be  accommodated.  There 
are  many  productive  uses  of  the  public  lands;  not  all 
of  those  uses  are  commodity  production.  Even 
different  forms  of  commodity  production  may  be 
incompatible  and,  at  times,  some  may  require  some 
form  of  restriction  in  order  to  protect  others. 

78-7  Refer  to  responses  39-6  and  39-8. 
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Bureau  of  Larvd  Ntanaj’ement 
Roswell  DistnciOrTicc 
1717  W Second 
Roswell.  NM  88201 

Subject  Resource  Management  Plan 


Februar\  13.  1995 


Gentlemen 


PRUCO  IS  an  oil  field  ser\ice  compan>  who  depends  on  the  health  of  oil  and  gas  producers  for 
Its  business  We  ha\e  four  panners  and  a half  million  dollars  in  equipment 

We  arc  pleased  to  comment  on  and  participate  m the  decision  making  process  and  hope  that 
BLM  will  give  weight  and  consideration  to  the  comments  it  receives  from  our  irsdustA* 


W'c  arc  disturbed  at  the  tenor  and  direction  taken  b\  the  entire  plan  as  indicated  b>  the 
AJicmatives.  the  layout  of  the  graphics  and  the  lack  of  data  and  data  analysis  The  graphics  on 
the  cover  of  the  Management  Plan  and  in  the  Chapter  headings  are  of  petroglyphs.  plant  and 
wildlife,  caves  and  sueams  Photographs  follow  the  same  formal  There  are  sixteen  drawings  and 
sixteen  photographs  of  plants,  animals,  caves  and  the  cover  petroglyph  Those  industries  that 
provide  the  revenue  for  BLM  only  have  four  drawings  or  photographs  of  oil  related  activities, 
two  drawings  or  photographs  of  livestock,  and  two  of  mining  activities  Recreaiionalisu  get  only 
one  photograph  or  drawing  W'hile  this  mav  seen  trivial,  it  clearty  irtdicaies  a bias  in  favor  of  the 
environment  and  against  those  industries  that  provide  revenues  to  BLM  and  New  Mexico  A 
further  indication  is  that  there  are  no  sutisncs  in  the  body  of  the  RMP  draft  outlining  the 
conmbunon  made  b>  the  oil  and  gas  industry  to  the  environment  or  to  the  budget  of  BLM  or 
New  Mexico 


1 


2 


3 


4 


The  RMP  draft  cjnnoi  be  accurately  called  a plan  becauae  there  is  linie  or  no  dau  presented  to 
describe  current  conditions  and  no  data  analysis  to  define  relationships  and  describe  a problem 
Examples  are  the  lad  of  economic  informalion  and  the  vaeuc  descriptions  presented  on  the 
xanou'  maps  in  the  draft  The  oil  and  ^as  induMrx  has  requested  detailed,  accurate  maps  for 
years  and  here  is  another  plan  or  rule  with  unusable  maps  Raw  data  tells  us  nothinu.  it  has  to  be 
snalseed  and  casual  relationships  developed  There  is  hardly  any  data  presented  arvd  norte 
analvzed  so  there  are  rio  problems  defirKd  in  the  RMP  So  the  RStP  presents  Alternatives  • 
which  are  solutions  to  what  problems'* 

The  Micmaiivcs  ofTcred  pose  another  question  Since  the  mid  |R70s  altemaiiscs  base  been 
offered  which  begin  with  current  conditions  as  rape  and  pillage  and  then  proceed  from  there  to  a 
strong  preservationist  position  W'hen  it  is  time  to  write  another  plan,  the  same  thing  happens,  the 
current  practice  is  characlenred  as  rape  and  pillage  This  is  the  same  position  that  was  preferred 
by  BLM  five  or  (cn  vears  ago  In  the  current  draft,  none  of  the  Alternatives  desenbe  current 
operating  conditions  Every  time  a new  plan  is  written,  BLM  becomes  more  involved  in 
micromanagemeni  of  the  public  lands  and  those  who  provide  revenues  from  them  We  had  long 
and  difficult  negotiations  with  BLM  on  the  Carlsbad  plan  and  after  coming  to  an  agreement. 

BLM  wants,  in  the  Roswell  RMP.  to  go  back  to  positions  we  negotiated  oui  of  the  Carlsbad  plan 

ELM'S  altitude  is  indicated  by  small  things  such  as  changing  300  feet  to  300  meters  This  would 
change  the  area  around  a raptor  nest  which  must  be  avoided  from  300  feet  to  656  feet 
Requiremenu  which  would  force  operators  to  make  grass  grow  using  feililiier  and  mulch  are  m 
Alternatives  and  are  new  There  have  never  been  preferred  plant  species  m a plan  Areas  of  low, 
medium  and  high  occurrence  of  caves  are  in  the  plan  without  an  oj^xmumty  for  public  input 
Yei  BLM  tells  the  industry  there  is  nothing  new  in  the  plan 

There  is  much  that  is  new  in  the  plan,  but  BLM  only  granted  an  exlension  to  comment  until 
March  I . |RR5  The  industry . counties  and  other  public  land  users  asked  for  90  days  or  more  to 
comment  but  were  given  30  days  because  there  was  nothing  new  in  the  plan  In  October  of  19*9, 
the  first  announcement  of  the  Roswell  Area  plan  was  in  the  newspapers  A November  3.  1989 
communication  asked  for  comments  for  the  first  planning  report  and  comments  were  sent  in 
through  August  of  1991  Bv  letter  of  August  14.  1991,  BLM  announced  a September  36,  1991 
meeting  on  the  plan  On  Mav  3S.  1993.  BLM  held  a meeting  to  define  the  issues  to  be  included 
in  the  plan  Then  in  a letter  iited  August  34.  1993.  we  apparently  staned  over  There  were 
public  meetings  held  in  Carlsbad  and  Roswell  in  91-92  Dunng  this  time  the  industry  gave 
detailed  and  extensive  comments,  but  saw  no  product  In  about  1994  new  committees  w« 
appointed  to  review  a draft  document  and  further  comments  were  made  by  industry  On  October 
24,  1994  a letter  went  out  to  public  land  users  giving  them  90  days  to  comment  on  a document  of 
iome  -67  pages  that  look  about  five  years  to  draft  and  which  conumed  new  material  and  maps 
which  do  not  clearlv  show  area  affected  by  the  draft  RMP  The  maps  did  not  give  sufficient 
Range  Township  and  Section  derail  to  allow  location  of  pioposed  BLM  actions  even  though 
such  details  have  been  requested  many  limes  in  the  past 


79-1  The  data  describing  current  conditions  is  the 
description  of  the  affected  environment,  Chapter  3 in 
the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS.  The  analysis  of  data  and 
the  discussion  of  cause  and  effect  relationships  is  the 
description  of  environmental  consequences,  Chapter 
4 In  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS. 

79-2  Alternative  A in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS 
describes  current  management,  including  operating 
conditions  for  oil  and  gas  exploration,  development 
and  production.  These  conditions  have  been  in  effect 
for  a number  of  years. 

79-3  The  "200  meter  rule"  has  been  in  effect  and 
used  since  1988  (refer  to  43  CFR  3101.1-2). 

The  failure  of  reclamation  practices  in  the  past  is  a 
basis  for  the  reclamation  techniques  described  in  the 
Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS.  Those  techniques  listed  are 
examples  of  practices,  which  have  been  tested 
successfully  or  are  already  in  use,  that  could  be 
applied  to  improve  reclamation  success.  They  are 
appropriate  mitigations  of  impacts  in  some  situations 
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and  could  be  employed  if  determined  through  the 
NEPA  analysis  process  to  be  useful. 

We  are  not  sure  what  "preferred  plan  species"  refers 
to.  If  you  are  referring  to  the  seeding  mixtures  that 
are  included  in  the  conditions  of  approval  for  permits 
and  rights-of-way,  these  have  been  in  use  for  many 
years  and  certainly  are  not  new.  If  you  are  referring  to 
desired  plant  community,  that  is  a recent  concept,  but 
it  has  little  or  no  effect  on  the  oil  and  gas  industry. 

The  cave  and  karst  areas  identify  where  caves  and 
karst  occur  or  where  the  potential  for  their  occurrence 
exists,  based  on  geology  and  other  factors.  The  maps 
have  been  developed  over  a number  of  years,  with 
review  or  other  involvement  at  various  times  by 
representatives  of  the  oil  and  gas  industry  and  caving 
groups.  The  size  of  these  areas  is  not  related  to 
some  political  or  planning  requirement,  but  to  the 
physical  nature  of  caves  and  karst.  One  reason  for 
having  those  areas  identified  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  is  to  allow  for  public  review  and 
comment.  We  specifically  asked  in  the  document  for 
new  information,  for  identification  is  misinformation  and 
for  substantive  comments.  If  there  is  a problem  with 
the  identification  of  cave  and  karst  areas,  we  would 
hope  reviewers  of  the  document  would  provide  the 
substantive  information  needed  to  correct  the  problem. 
Refer  also  to  responses  29-26,  39-4  and  42-4. 


79-4  We  have  never  maintained  that  there  is  "nothing 
new"  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS.  VA/hat  has  been 
repeatedly  stated  is  that  the  requirements  in 
Appendixes  3,  4 and  5 under  the  Preferred  Alternative 
as  they  relate  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry  are 
essentially  unchanged  from  current  practice  or  have 
been  before  industry  in  the  past  for  review  and 
comment.  Thus,  they,  are  not  new.  Also,  refer  to 
responses  37-1,  37-1,  41.1-1  and  50-1. 
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David  Stout,  RKF/EIS  Ttan  Lttdtr 
Burtiu  Of  Land  Kanacentnt 
Rorwell  District  Ofrict 
i717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 


Dear  Sin 


The  siaple  and  realistic  solution  to  livestock  gratina  on 
public  lands  is  as  follows)  and  remember.  New  Mexico  Is  a semi- 
arid  desert  climate  with  unreliable  and  sporadic  rainfall, 

1.  The  maximum  carrying  capacity  should  be  set  at  a 
reasonable  level.  The  rule  of  thumb  is  that  the  area  evaluated 
can  carry  per  section  whatever  the  average  annual  raii^fall  is 

in  inches  in  that  area  per  year.  For  example,  the  area  receives 
ten  inches  of  rainfall  on  average  each  year  the  rangeland  could 
carry  a maximum  of  tan  cows  per  section  per  year.  We  know  that 
all  the  rainfall  it  not  going  to  come  during  the  growing  season 
so  this  would  be  the  maximum  allowable. 

Who  benefits?  The  rancher  because  he  won't  overstock 
his  land  he  will  benefit  from  range  improvements  and  the  public 
because  they  can  be  assured  that  there  will  not  be  overgrazing. 

Many  areas  are  allowed  to  carry  lb  to  16  or  more  cows 
er  section  which  is  absured.  1 am  amazed  that  this  key  factor 
t never  discussed  in  range  reform. 

2.  Few.  if  any.  ranchers  follow  grazing  programs , (rest 
rotation  or  deferrment),  they  just  don't  have  the  descipline. 
Proper  stocking  rates  will  allow  ranchers  to  do  this  and  set 
15-2W  per  year  out  for  range  Improvements. 

Chaves  and  surrounding  counties  were  declared  a 
drough  disaster  area  making  ranchers  eligible  for  Federal  feed 
subsidies.  How  many  public  lar.d  users  reduced  their  nur.bers 
to  cope  with  this  situation?  In  fact  we  probably  just  completed 
a typical  average  year  in  the  desert  southwest. 


David  stout 
BUK 

1717  W.  Second 
Roswell.  NM  88201 
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80-1  Staff  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  monitor  and 
evaluate  vegetation,  precipitation,  and  grazing 
management  practices  on  all  allotments  on  a periodic 
basis.  When  this  data  is  coilected  it  is  analyzed  and 
evaluated  by  allotment.  Adjustments  of  carrying 
capacity  are  made  as  needed,  according  to  the 
pertinent  regulations.  The  evaluation  process  is 
described  on  pages  AP1 1-4  & 5 of  Appendix  11. 
Currentiy,  the  average  carrying  capacity  in  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area  is  from  eight  to  1 1 head  per  section. 
Incidentally,  the  normal  average  rainfall  in  the 
Resource  Area  ranges  from  12  to  as  many  as  20 
inches  for  the  majority  of  public  lands  where  grazing 
occurs. 

80-2  About  11  percent  of  the  aliotments  (45 
allotments)  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  have 
Allotment  Management  Plans,  which  include  grazing 
management  systems.  As  many  as  65  more  AMPs 
may  be  developed.  Plans  with  other  agencies,  such 
as  the  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service 
(formerly  the  Soil  Conservation  Service),  also  are  in 
effect.  With  regard  to  drought,  refer  to  response  104- 
7. 


81-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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TRKKSCRIPTION 


David  Stout 
RKP/CIS  Team  Leader 
BLM,  Roswell  District 
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27J4  Veranda  Rd  NW 
Albuquerque,  NH  87107 
February  25,  1995 


Hello  David  Stout: 

Thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  conucent  upon  the  Roswell  District 
Resource  Managenent  Plan.  In  general,  I fell  that  the  Roswell 
office  is  philisophically  and  aaterially  leaning  sore  towards 
protecting  their  8LM  land,  wildlife,  and  other  resources. 

-Cave  protection  is  a good  example  of  the  increased  sensitivity  to 
the  environment  itself . 

-Restricting  ORVs  to  designated  roads  is  a good  idea,  U they  can 
be  held  to  them.  Keeping  ORVs  out  of  most  areas  might  protect  the 
land  better. 

-noubl ing  the  radius  around  raptor  nests  would  work  better,  since 
quite  likely  the  proposed  200  meters  would  be  encroached  upon. 

-The  more  actual  protection  for  ACECs  the  better,  because  they  too, 
are  all  too  easily  encroached  upon  unless  there  are  defensive 
“teeth"  in  the  plans. 

-Slant  drilling  is  a good  solution  to  protecting  surface  values, 
and  I commend  you  on  requiring  it. 

-The  less  constructions  (pipelines,  etc.)  to  accomodate  livestock 
the  better.  Give  the  land  and  wildlife  a break  somewhere  from 
grazing  pressure!  In  fact,  in  general,  the  more  you  can  help  the 
land,  plants  (native),  and  wildlife  the  better,  as  opposed  to 
extractive  and  recreational  uses.  If  prgttgtiop  1»  not  emphasized 
there  will  be  little  resources  left  for  any  reason  or  use. 

The  closer  you  keep  alternative  "E“  to  alternative  "B"  the  better 
your  responsibilities  to  BLM  land  will  be  fulfilled. 

Thank  you  again,  and  for  keeping  the  land  in  mind  more  with  each 
passing  year. 

Sincerely, 

/%/  Jan  Cxuunings 
Jan  Cummings 

(male,  geologist,  pharmacist,  etc.) 
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82-1  Refer  to  response  39-1 . 
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941300 

February  23,  I995 


82-2  Refer  to  response  39-5. 


4 

5 


1.  does  not  opovide  a true  alternative  that  ore* 

metes  the  wise  use  of  the  oublic  la.nds.  The  RY?  should 
encourage  the  ecor.onic  ber\eficial  use  of  these  lands  for 
grating  livestoc*:  '»nd  for  exoloration  ar.d  devclooner.t  of 

mi.neral  resource?. 

2.  3iy  must  not  tssune  that  connercial  uses  cf  the  land 
adversely  l.moact  other  resources.  Imoacts  must  be  based 
on  evidence  and  scientific  proof,  not  on  soeculatior.. 
Livestock  grating  and  other  beneficial  uses  are  comoatible 
with  the  enviroament  and  are  not  detrimental  to  the  eco- 
system. 

3.  ?age  2-175 

T-e  cave  and  karst  areas  are  too  bread  and  the  acreage 
included  is  too  excansive. 

U,  2-165 

The  limiting  of  the  number  of  sheeo  tha*  car.  be  grated 
*'er  section,  in  this  area  is  too  restrictive.  Inoacis 
the  orivate,  and  state  lands,  that  are  intermingled  with 
the  3LY  lands.  Cther  i.nterningled  land  owners  must  be 
consulted  before  any  restrictive  nu.mber  is  set. 

<.  ?a^e  2-1^5  2-l66 

The  oroccsal  that  certain  balances  of  forage  be  set  for 
certain  tines  of  the  year  is  unworkable.  Nature  not  a 
olan.  dictates  what  will  or  will  not  grow  in  any  certain 
year. 

6.  Page  2-185 

The  areas  cf  critical  environmental  concern  orocosed  in 
are  not  necessary,  and  should  not  be  established. 


7 

8 

9 

10 
11 


7.  Page  2-17U 

The  2^  mile  country  byway  on  highway  2^6,  should  not  be  dev- 
eloped as  a rood  portion  of  this  highway  is  bounded  bv 
private  land,  w^<ere  the  3LY  has  no  jurisdiction. 

- , r a? ® ^ t 

TKg  water  rights  section  usurcs  the  water  laws  of  the  s .a ,e 
of  Sew  -exico.  "he  hlY  and  rcrect  service,  do  rot  have 
beneficial  use  for  water, 

desir-ate  r'-e  c-dar  bills  area  as  a babi  ta te  area 

■s  no-,  recessarv  13  Zeer  are  '.re  r" scor.s . c.  ..e  _.a  e. 
-bis  rrsacsal  adversely  i-.rac-.  odber  .a-.d  oer.ers  .r.  .-.e 

area . 

Inviror.rer.tal  cor.sequences  are  based  or.  '.be  livestock,  ^b.d 
oil  Industries.  It  does  net  take  into  account  tbe  other  uses, 
licb  arricods.  drouchts.  cr  a.-.y  other  .-atural  disasters. 

syn  call?  for  more  regulation  a.-.d  oversight  on  re- 
a-_.ij  m2  '.ace  “6. 1 1 alter  r.at- 


n . 

source  users,  'v 


it  shculd  c 


ives  that  reduce  regulation  a.nd  oversigh.. 


Please  consider  these  comments,  and  revise  *he  RKP  to  encour- 
aze  the  grating  of  livestock,  and  the  exoloration  and  pro- 
duction of  iineral  resources. 


’es-ectfully. 

Pobert  y.  Yriart 
'03  Fulkerson  Or. 
Pos.ell,  N.y.  63201 


82-3  Refer  to  responses  29-26,  39-4,  and  42-4. 

82-4  Refer  to  response  65-21 . 

82-5  The  Desired  Plant  Community  descriptions  and 
objectives  for  each  plant  community  were  based  on 
several  range  sites  which  have  similar  characteristics, 
such  as  slope,  distinct  vegetation  types,  landform,  and 
soils.  The  DPC  is  based,  therefore,  on  what  nature 
has  indicated  will  occur  on  a specific  site. 

82-6  Refer  to  response  39-3. 


82-7  The  designation  of  a back  country  byway  on 
State  Highway  246  would  encourage  economically 
beneficial  use,  as  suggested  in  the  first  paragraph  of 
your  comment.  The  designation  would  promote  the 
economies  of  Roswell  and  Capitan.  The  designation 
of  this  road  as  a back  country  byway  would  provide  an 
opportunity  for  the  New  Mexico  State  Highway  and 
Transportation  Department  to  apply  for  federal  funds 
to  assist  in  the  maintenance  and  repair  of  this  road. 
By  designating  this  road  a back  country  byway,  the 
public  would  be  informed  about  the  geology, 
vegetation,  and  history  of  the  area,  and  about  respect 
for  private  and  public  lands.  Tourists  would  have 
opportunities  for  viewing,  from  the  road,  the  scenery, 
and  the  ranching  and  oil  and  gas  operations  that  occur 
along  its  route.  Tourism  in  the  area  likely  would  be 
enhanced,  because  back  country  byways  are 
nationally  advertised. 

82-8  Refer  to  response  50-4. 

82-9  The  designation  itself  does  not  have  an  impact, 
but  does  allow  the  BLM  to  focus  habitat  management 
efforts  in  an  area  that  receives  as  much  use  as  the 
Cedar  Hills  Area.  Efforts  include  habitat  improvement 
projects,  evaluation  of  current  grazing  systems, 
evaluation  of  public  access,  watershed  management, 
and  other  actions,  which  are  determined  in 
coordination  with  the  affected  allottees.  While  the 
deer  are  the  responsibility  of  the  state,  the  vast 
majority  of  habitat  is  provided  by  private  landowners 
and  the  BLM.  Management  of  wildlife  populations  and 
habitat  for  those  animals  obviously  is  intertwined. 

82-10  Refer  to  response  50-7. 


82-11  Refer  to  response  39-2. 
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HCR  31.  Box  1138 
Roswefl.  NM  88201 
February  27.  1995 


David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  o(  Land  Mar\agemert 
Roswell  District  Oftce 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell  NM  88201 

Re  Comments  on  8LM  Resource  Management  Plan 
Dear  Mr  Stout 


1 

2 

3 

4 


I am  writing  in  response  to  tne  above  plan  with  the  loilowing  comments  on 

2-165  Lrvestock  stocking  rates  should  be  ad|usted  after  careful  examination  by 
Bureau  and  permittee  Livestock  have  the  ability  to  utilize  the  surface 
vegetation  at  the  correct  bme  o<  the  year 

2-168  Drainages,  draws  and  canyons  must  be  studied  with  permittee  and  SCS 
irput  as  they  are  certainty  diflerent  m their  vegetation  Annual  burning  on 
draws  with  tots  of  sacaton  s very  effective  in  controlling  cockleburs,  cactus 
and  obnoxious  plants 

2-1 79  Water  rights  management  should  be  totally  controlled  by  NM  State 
Engineer  Inlormatxxi  Irom  permittee.  SCS  and  8LM  could  be  very 
beneficial 

2-183  Reservoirs,  earthen  tanks  and  playa  lakes  should  not  have  protective 
exctosures  nor  plant  native  vegetation  Rainfall  is  so  erratic  and  poorly 
spaced  protective  enclosures  would  never  survive  livestock  and  human 
destruction  Earthen  tanks  and  playa  lakes  need  livestock,  namely 
cattle,  to  water  there  as  it  helps  compact  the  soil  for  better  and  longer 
water  supply 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  oonsideiation 

Sincerely. 

Tnjman  Pierce 


83-1  Procedures  for  changes  in  preference  status, 
either  increasing  or  decreasing  active  use,  include 
consultation,  cooperation  and  coordination  with 
allottees.  The  procedures  are  outlined  in  the  grazing 
regulations  (43  CFR  Part  4100,  Subpart  4110,  Sec. 
4110.3). 

83-2  Refer  to  response  77-2.  Prescribed  fire  is  one 
of  the  tools  we  will  use  to  achieve  the  vegetative 
resource  conditions. 

83-3  Refer  to  responses  28-31,  50-4  and  65-16. 

83-4  Selected  water  sources  located  on  public  land 
would  be  evaluated  for  enhancement  for  wildlife. 
Protective  exclosures,  encompassing  all  or  part  of  the 
source,  may  be  required  to  rest  the  area  and  allow  for 
plant  regeneration.  Many  of  these  sources  and  a 
sizeable  area  surrounding  the  source  have  been 
trampled  for  many  years  by  livestock  and  are  devoid 
of  vegetation.  These  sites  are  key  to  the  distribution 
of  wildlife  species,  especially  during  years  of  low 
rainfall.  Livestock  do  play  a part  in  compacting  the 
earthen  tanks  and  would  not  be  totally  excluded 
unless  an  alternative  source  of  more  reliable  water  is 
developed  to  replace  the  tank. 


^ SkJitt  r«  Energy  Reioucet,  Inc. 
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February  24,  1995 
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.2 


Mr.  David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roswell  District  Office 
1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 

RE;  Draft  Carlsbad/Roswell  RMP 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 

We  appreciate  the  time  BLM  took  to  meet  with  Santa  Fa  Energy  Resources  ISFER)  recently 
to  discuss  the  Roswell/Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMPI.  We  were  impressed  by 
your  commitment  to  prudently  manage  the  natural  resources  in  the  area  while  balancing  the 
need  to  encourage  the  development  of  oil  and  gas  and  protecting  the  environment.  It  also 
served  to  answer  many  questions  and  address  concerns  we  had  regarding  this  plan.  To 
funher  confirm  and  solidify  our  discussions  and  to  reiterate  our  major  concerns,  we  have  the 
following  comments  on  the  RMP.  While  our  comments  are  meant  to  specifically  address  the 
Carlsbad  RMP.  they  apply  equally  to  the  Roswell  RMP. 

1.  Throughout  the  document  the  allowable  distance  from  sensitive  areas  has  bean 
changed  from  the  existing  Carlsbad  RMP  that  states  'up  to  20Om  of ..."  to  the  Draft 
RMP  which  stales  'within  up  to  200m  of  ...  ' It  is  our  understanding  that  the 
meaning  has  not  changed.  That  is,  the  BLM  would  have  the  authority  to  move  a 
proposed  development  up  to,  but  not  further  than,  200m  from  a perceived  sensitive 
area.  Because  the  draft  wording  is  different  from  the  existing  wording,  it  seems  to 
imply  that  something  has  changed  in  its  meaning. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Change  the  wording  back  to  the  original  wording  of  "up  to  200m  of  ..."  This  is 
straight  forward  and  leaves  little  room  for  misinterpretation. 

Because  200m  is  a substantial  distance,  we  believe  that  in  the  majority  of  cases 
adequate  plans  can  be  worked  out  to  minimize  the  distances  required. 

2.  The  requirement  of  "No  Surface  Occupancy  INSOI'  is  called  for  throughout  the 
document  in  areas  where  proposed  development  has  been  moved  away  from  sensitive 
areas  We  behave  m many  cases  this  would  effectively  prohibit  the  construction  of 
roads,  pipelines,  and  well  pads  and  severely  impact  petroleum  production  and 
exploration.  In  this  regard,  any  benefit  derived  from  the  NSO  designation  could  be 
equally  obtained  by  attaching  appropriate  conditions  lor  mitigation  to  the  project  itself 
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84-1  The  basis  for  the  "200  meter  rule"  is  43  CFR 
3101.1-2,  which  states  that,  at  a minimum,  mitigation 
measures  are  deemed  consistent  with  lease  rights  if 
they  do  not  require  "...relocation  of  proposed 
operations  by  more  than  200  meters..."  The  context 
of  the  200  meter  rule  in  Appendix  3 is  somewhat 
different  and  that  seems  to  be  causing  some 
confusion.  The  intent  of  the  actions  proposed  in 
Appendix  3 is  to  comply  with  the  regulations  and  allow 
the  relocation  of  proposed  activities  to  mitigate 
impacts,  but  by  "no  more  than  200  meters",  without 
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SFEfl  baliavai  tha  goal  la  to  mirtimua  tha  ditturbanca  to  tbota  araaa  whara  BLM 
conaldara  a naad  axiau  tor  aoma  aort  of  protaction.  TNa  can  ba  achiavad  by  aNowing 
ona  tlma  davalopmanta  auch  aa  pipafinaa,  povvarlnaa  ate  and/or  appropriaia 
mitigationa  to  offaat  tha  inipact  of  davalopmam.  Application  of  the  NSO  atatua  la 
ovarty  atringant  for  maating  thia  goal. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Sal  atandarda  for  occupancy  ragulramanta  In  tanalhva  araaa  that  would  allow  for 
tamporary  or  parmanant  facdltlaa  auch  aa  thoaa  daacribad  above.  Tha  BLM  naada  to 
maintain  tha  naxibiHty  to  work  out  laauaa  in  tha  field  to  beat  aarva  the  environment 
and  tha  davalopmani  protect:  otharwiaa  raaourca  recovery  could  ba  halted. 

3.  Under  tha  category  of  SoH  Managamant  the  RMP  ragulrea  no  occupaiKy  or  uaa  in 
araaa  of  ilopai  of  20%  or  mora.  If  tha  goal  la  to  minimua  aod  aroalon,  a *no 
occupancy*  raquiramant  la  hardly  nacaaaary  where  the  alopaa  are  rocky  outcropa. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Eliminata  tha  no  occupancy  raquiramant  lor  alopaa  and  authoriia  BLM  ataff  to 
aatabKah  apaclfic  conditiona  to  mitigate  aroalon  whara  unatabla  alopaa  are 
ancouniarad. 
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4.  Tha  RMP  allowa  no  gaophyaical,  oil  B gaa  drilling  or  other  davalopmant  In  Laaaar 
Prairie  Chickan  habitat  between  April  1,  and  May  31,  of  each  year.  It  goea  onto  atata 
that  no  new  drilling  will  ba  allowad  within  up  to  400  matara  of  lake. 

It  ia  urwiaar  If  thia  *no  new  drilling*  raquiramant  meana  ortly  durirtg  tha  black-out  timaa 
or  at  anytime.  In  our  diacuaaiona  wa  undaralood  thia  to  mean  that  drilling  ia  prohibited 
only  during  tha  black  out  timaa.  In  addition  thia  aactlon  raquiraa  rrvrving  up  to  400m 
from  all  known  laka  ragardlaaa  if  a lak  la  Irtactive  or  not.  Flexibility  naada  to  ba 
maintainad  allowmg  for  irvfield  evaluation  of  activity  before  requiring  modlficailon  to 
tha  propoaad  project. 

BECQMMENPATIQN: 

Clarify  that  moving  the  400m  diatanca  ia  only  an  iaaua  durirtg  the  Apr9  1 , through  May 
31  black-out  timaa  and  that  it  ia  only  for  active  lake.  Wa  would  raitarate  our  cortcarna 
with  tha  phraaaology  ’within  up  to*  aa  wa  have  atatad  in  racommandation  1 . 


S. 


Tha  RMP  givaa  aubatantial  protection  to  tha  Dune  Sagebruah  Liaard.  Wa  undaratand 
thia  ia  bacauae  the  State  of  New  Mexico  conaidara  it  aa  a level  2 endangered  apeciea, 
but  we  alao  urrderataitd  the  federal  governfrrani  currently  doaa  not  have  it  Hated. 


undertaking  additional  NEPA  analysis.  (The 
opportunity  exists  through  the  NEPA  process  to  design 
mitigations  of  impacts  that  would  require  relocation 
greater  than  200  meters.  The  200  meter  rule  simply 
allows  relocation,  such  as  during  on-site  meetings  prior 
to  APD  approval,  without  the  need  for  detailed  NEPA 
analysis.)  Thus,  we  believe  the  "within  up  to  200 
meters"  phrase  with  regard  to  allowing  surface 
disturbance  within  that  distance  is  the  same  as  saying 
we  will  relocate  surface  disturbance  by  no  more  than 
200  meters.  Incidentally,  we  do  not  find  specific 
reference  to  the  200  meter  rule  in  the  Carlsbad  RMP. 

We  agree  with  you  that  in  the  vast  majority  of  cases, 
we  are  able  to  work  out  compromises  that  are  far  less 
restrictive  than  the  full  200  meters. 

84-2  We  made  revisions  in  Appendix  3,  to  place 
emphasis  on  mechanical  surface  disturbance  rather 
than  surface  occupancy.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the 
Proposed  Plan.  Substantial  flexibility  is  built  into  the 
Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements  to  allow 
managers  to  avoid  applying  the  requirements 
needlessly. 

84-3  Under  the  Soil  Management  section  (p.  2-178), 
the  reader  is  referred  to  Appendix  3 for  further 
discussion  of  the  slope  restriction.  Appendix  3 (p. 
AP3-8)  states  in  part,  "exceptions  (to  the  slope 
restriction)  would  be  considered  for  authorized  mineral 
extraction  sites... or  if  a plan  of  operations  and 
development  which  provides  for  adequate  mitigation  of 
impacts  was  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer."  An 
exception  to  the  slope  restriction  would  be  considered 
for  rock  outcrops. 

84-4  Under  Alternative  E,  the  time  periods  proposed 
in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  for  restricted  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  In  lesser  prairie  chicken 
habitat  are  April  1 through  May  31  each  year  for  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area  and  March  1 through  June  30 
each  year  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  Based  on 
comments  regarding  consistency  between  the  two 
resource  areas,  we  have  standardized  the  time  periods 
to  be  from  March  15  through  June  15  each  year,  for 
both  resource  areas. 

Setbacks  proposed  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  from 
leks  known  at  the  time  of  permitting  are  400  meters  for 
the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  and  200  meters  for  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area.  Based  on  comments 
regarding  consistency  between  the  two  resource 
areas,  we  have  standardized  the  setbacks  for  both 
resource  areas  at  up  to  200  meters.  The  setback 
could  be  applied  to  important  booming  grounds  and 
would  affect  drilling  year-round.  The  setback  would 
not  be  applied  in  concert  with  the  March  15  through 
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The  role  of  the  BUM  does  not  include  granting  protection  to  a species  before  it  is 
required  by  law.  Certain  requirements  listed  in  the  RMP  are  trx)re  stringent  than  the 
federal  law  requires.  For  example,  a blanicel  statement  that  disallows  development  in 
suitable  habitat  for  this  unlisted  species  is  more  restrictive  than  if  the  species  were 
federally  listed  as  endangered.  When  dealing  with  listed  endangered  species  oil  gas 
development  is  permitted  under  conditions  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  that  allow 
for  impact  mitigation. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

We  request  that  BLM  remove  the  Dune  Sagebrush  Lirard  protection  requirements  from 
the  RMP.  This  is  an  area  of  real  concern  for  SFER.  We  understand  the  protection 
requirements  of  the  Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard  are  currently  being  studied  and  we  request 
that  BLM  proceed  cautiously  without  major  operational  changes  until  the  studies 
determine  whether  any  protective  measure  need  be  taken.  Any  protection  prior  to  the 
results  of  the  study  would  be  premature. 


In  summary,  the  crux  of  our  comments  reflect  the  need  for  flexibility  for  the  BLM  field  staff. 
SFER  has  a long  standing  policy  of  minimizing  all  negative  aspects  of  our  operations  and  has 
a history  of  working  closely  with  the  BLM  in  helping  to  fulfill  BLM's  charge  to  prudently 
manage  resources.  We  expect  that  each  development  program  will  require  unique 
resolutions  to  allow  the  development  to  proceed  without  significant  modifications.  This  can 
only  be  done  when  documents  such  as  this  RMP  are  flexible  enough  to  allow  it. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  RMP  and  again  wish  to  express  our 
thanks  to  you  and  Tim  for  coming  to  our  office  to  discuss  the  plan. 


If  you  have  any  further  questions  or  comments  please  contact  me  at  (9151686-6601. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Ruth  Andrews.  Dir.  NMOGA 


M.  Oemarest 
Exploration  Manager 


June  15  period,  since  drilling  around  less  sensitive 
leks  could  occur  from  each  period  of  June  16  through 
March  14  the  following  year. 

We  cannot  limit  the  setback  only  to  currently  active 
leks.  The  number  of  active  leks  will  change  based  on 
the  size  of  the  prairie  chicken  population.  When 
populations  are  low,  there  are  fewer  active  grounds. 
When  the  populations  are  high,  old  grounds  may 
become  active  again  and  new  grounds  may  be 
established.  Based  on  many  years  of  survey  since 
1 971 , we  can  determine  the  importance  of  the  grounds 
and  when  to  apply  the  setback  on  a case-by-case 
basis. 

Exceptions  to  these  restrictions  would  be  considered 
for  areas  of  no  or  low  prairie  chicken  booming  activity 
as  determined  at  the  time  of  permitting. 

84-5  The  sand  dune  lizard  is  listed  by  the  New 
Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  as  an 
endangered  species,  under  the  New  Mexico  Wildlife 
Conservation  Act.  The  BLM  is  mandated  to  protect 
habitat  for  state-listed  species  (BLM  Manual  6840  - 
Special  Status  Species  Management). 

Also,  as  a point  of  clarification,  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  does  not  make  "...a  blanket  statement 
that  disallows  development  in  suitable  habitat..."  The 
Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  says  "...within  up  to  100  meters 
of  'suitable  habitat'  In  areas  designated  as  'occupied 
habitat'..."  An  area  of  up  to  100  meters  in  suitable 
habitat  within  occupied  habitat  is  a very  much  smaller 
area  than  simply  suitable  habitat  or  even  suitable 
habitat  within  occupied  habitat. 
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Oavtd  Stout 

Bvf*«u  of  Land  Ktana9«m*rt 
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no$M*g,  tM  88301 


OarK*  Stout 


I am  yirtlng  Itus  M«r  to  voica  m/  concarrs  at>out  tha  rto»w8  Ra«o(fca  Araa  Dratt 
Basoifcat*na9emer<Piin(n.<P)  SpacltailV,lob)aettomapfoposaltoclissiy 
ITia  Oarttow  Wadands  araa  as  an  ACEC 


My  o6|a<lions  ara  basad  on  toa  toltovting: 

(1)  Atamabaa  E (^afatrad)  ans  tor  acqunng  about  1 700  aaas  of  sbta  and  21 00 
aaas  of  prtaata  land 

My  problem  wlh  this  (MPWT):  The  federal  9ovafimart  should  not  ba  in  the  business 
of  acqurvig  addliona  I la  nds-^itollc  or  prrrata  (1  baHera  that  pitok  opinion  conom ) 

(2)  AtemaOra  E (R-eferrad)  calfe  fa  "dayelcpmant  of  access,  parking  areas  and  fenca 
crossings  tor  pttolic  fishing  on  the  Pacos  Rfrar(S-26). 

MPWT:  ThaBLMoymsiessthanharofthaPecosRiyarsbeambadflowIngttroogti 
the  Overflow  WeOands  Most  is  privately  owned  To  open  ip  parts  of  the  rhrar  In  the 
manner  chosen  by  the  BLM  will  create  a huge  probtem  wth  vandalism.  IBar,  and 
Illegal  kespass 

(3)  AtamaOva  E (Preferred)  also  calls  tor'develcpmert  of  natira  kails,  ovarlocks. 
reskooms.pienic  tables  parking  areas  , and  access  roads  * (S-26) 

MPWT  ThaOvarflowWetlandstakagilenatualareawhKhshouldbaleAaione- 
not  intenshaly  developed  fa  piplic  access 

Maaorar.  at  a tme  when  the  governmart  is  downsBing  and  cutting  spending,  i b 
foolish  to  inaaase  the  eipense  of  estabiistmrt  and  annual  maintenance  cf  sxh 
bciltias 
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—do  not 
make  the 
Wetlands  an 
ACEC  under 
any  of  the 
alternatives. 

Instead,  leave  I as  t is-AtemaOve  A.  Why  ft*  what  isnt  broke? 

Sincerely, 

Norman  Massey 

CC  Joe  Skaan 
Pete  Oomenici 


85-1  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
authorizes  the  BLM  to  acquire  and  dispose  of  lands  to 
enhance  management.  The  planning  process  requires 
that  lands  be  identified  in  the  plan  for  potential 
acquisition,  either  through  exchange  or  direct 
purchase.  For  long-term  protection  and  management 
of  the  Overflow  Wetlands,  we  identified  a majority  of 
lands  within  the  boundaries  of  the  ACEC  as  being 
potentially  suitable  for  acquisition,  as  opportunities 
arise.  The  BLM  may  not  acquire  many  of  the  parcels 
listed,  but  in  situations  where  a willing  seller  makes 
known  to  the  BLM  their  desire  to  offer  the  lands,  the 
plan  would  allow  for  such  acquisition.  Conversely,  the 
BLM  has  identified  lands  for  disposal  throughout  the 
resource  area.  A long  range  goal  for  wildlife  habitat 
management  is  to  create  a better  blocking  of  public 
lands  in  special  management  areas  through  acquisition 
or  exchange  to  alleviate  management  conflicts. 

85-2  Problems  with  vandalism,  litter  and  trespass 
could  occur  as  a result  of  developing  access,  parking 
areas,  fence  crossings  for  public  fishing  on  the  Pecos 
River,  nature  trails,  overlooks,  rest  rooms,  and  picnic 
tables.  These  actions,  and  the  subsequent  impacts, 
would  be  addressed  in  site-specific  environmental 
assessments  prepared  by  the  BLM  prior  to  any 
development.  Coordination  with  adjacent  landowners 
would  occur.  The  BLM  may  not  develop  such 
projects,  but  in  the  event  that  potential  problems  are 
analyzed  and  alleviated,  either  by  relocation  or 
modification  of  the  sites,  the  plan  would  allow  for  such 
developments  to  occur. 

85-3  The  BLM  has  the  mandate  under  Sections 
102(a)(11)  and  202(c)(3)  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  to  designate  and 
protect  ACECs  when  developing  and  revising  land  use 
plans,  and  to  develop  plans  for  ACECs.  The  Overflow 
Wetlands  overwhelmingly  meets  the  relevance  and 
importance  criteria  for  ACEC  designation.  Refer  to 
Appendix  13  of  the  Draft  RMP. 
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Ms  Leslie  M Cone 
Distria  Manager 
Bureau  ofLand  Management 
U S Department  of  the  Interior 
1717  West  Second  Street 
RoswcU.N\(  88201-2019 


February  27.  1995 


Re  Comments  on  Combined  Draft  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plarv^nvironmenial 
Impact  Statement  (RN(P''EIS)  and  Draft  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amcndmcnt'Envifonmental  Impaa  Statement  (RNfPA.'EIS)  (Your  Reference 
1614(060)) 


Dear  Ms  Cone 

Phillips  Petroleum  Company,  as  an  owner  of  a considerable  amount  of  both  leasehold  and  production 
tn  ar^d  around  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource  .Areas,  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  make  initial 
comments  on  the  Draft  RMP  "ElS  and  the  Draft  RMPA^tlS  for  these  two  areas 

It  IS  our  understanding  that  your  office  has  verbally  granted  an  e’ctension  of  time  until  March  1 5 for 
additional  comments  on  your  September.  1994.  draft  document  and  on  an  alternative  document 
currently  being  oftered  to  the  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Association  (NMOCA)  membership  and 
other  public  land  users  for  review  For  simplicity,  we  will  refer  to  the  laner  as  the  Industry 
Document 


Phillips  his  not  yet  received  the  Industry  Document  from  N'MOGA  and.  therefore,  must  reserve 
judgment  at  this  time  on  the  resource  management  planning  that  document  calls  for  We  do. 
however,  have  senous  cofKcnu  regarding  the  contents  of  your  September  1 994  draft,  which  we  have 
set  out  below 
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Our  main  concent  with  the  BLM  draft  is  that  it  does  not  ofter  a reasonable  alternative  for  wise  use 
of  pub&c  Land  resources  There  is  rto  discussion,  reference,  or  data  to  support  the  BLM  position  that 
changes  are  needed  in  the  current  plan  There  is  also  no  data  or  information  offered  that  indicates 
the  current  plan  is  not  working,  or  is  causing  Irreparable  harm  to  the  area 


86-1  Refer  to  response  39-1 . Chapter  3 in  the  Draft 
Roswell  RMP  and  the  Draft  Carlsbad  RMPA  provides 
the  baseline  data  for  the  resources  and  values  that  are 
affected  by  current  management  and  by  the  various 
alternatives.  Chapter  4 provides  the  information  about 
the  impacts  of  the  various  proposals  on  the  existing 
resources  and  values. 


Ml  Lcsbe  M Cone 
Febniiry  27,  1995 
Pige2 
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The  focus  of  the  BLM  drift  ippears  to  be  on  prcservition  and  nonuse  when  the  focus  should  be  on 
multiple  use  and  sufliined  yield  of  public  land  resources  The  draft  certainly  docs  not  give  adequate 
coniidenoon  u>  the  impact  that  its  alternatives  will  have  on  the  people  of  Souihcaitcm  New  Mexico 
and  on  iheir  economic  well-being 
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It  would  appear  that  the  BLM  has  concluded  that  oil  and  gas  operations  have  adverse  impacts  on 
other  resources  and  on  the  ecosystem  in  general  However,  we  see  no  facts  to  support  that 
conclusion  We  also  believe  the  cave  and  ka/st  areas  included  in  this  proposal  contain  loo  much 
aaeage  and  that  the  drilling  resmeuons  m those  areas  arc  too  burdensome  The  costs  associated  with 
some  of  the  rcstrialons  far  outweigh  any  benefits  we  foresee 
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Lastl)\  under  the  guidelines  of  the  National  Performance  Review,  the  BLM  has  been  instruaed  to 
reduce  the  regulatory  burden  on  industry  Your  Preferred  Alternative  “E"  will  not  do  that  If 
Alternative  “E"  is  implemented,  it  will  resuk  in  an  unneeded  increase  in  regulatory  burden  along  with 
an  increase  m the  number  of  BLM  employees  policing  industry 


In  closing,  at  this  point  Phillips’  prefened  aliemaiive  for  managing  land  resource*  in  the  areas  in 
question  is  AJicmauvc  “A",  which  is  a continuation  of  the  existing  program  We  expea  to  receive 
the  recently  prepared  Industry  Document  m the  near  future  We  wiB  comment  further  to  BLM  on 
both  the  BLM  draft  plan  and  the  Industry  Document  before  the  new  March  15  deadline 

Very  truly  yours, 

V R Spurgeon 

Direaor.  Laws  and  Regulations 
North  AmcfKa  Produaion  Division 


VRS'nn 

cc  David  Stout.  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 


86-2  Refer  to  responses  39-7  and  39-8. 
86-3  Refer  to  responses  39-4  and  39-6. 
86-4  Refer  to  response  39-2. 
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Mr.  D*vld  Stout,  RMP/Eis  T*aa  L«ad«r 
Buraau  of  Land  Manaqaaant 
Roawall  Dlatrlct  Offlca 
1717  Waat  Sacond  Straat 
Roswall,  Naw  Haxlco  68201 

Daar  Mr.  Stouti 

Tha  Dapartaant  of  Gaaa  and  Fiah  (Dapartaant)  haa  ravlawad  tha 
drafts  of  Roswall  Raaourca  Araa  (RRA)  Rasourca  Managamant 
Plan/Environaantal  lapact  Stateaant  and  tha  Carlsbad  Araa 
Rasourca  (CRA)  Managaaant  Plan  Aaandaant/Cnvironaantal  lapact 
Stateaant  (RMP/EIS) . Tha  Dapartaant  coaunands  tha  Buraau  for 
thair  axtansiva  planning  effort  dealing  with  so  aany  coaplax 
and  intarralatad  rasourca  issues  and  offers  these 
racomaandations  for  your  consideration: 

Priority  Spaclea  and  Habitats. 

1.  Many  questions  and  planning  criteria  (pages  1-10, 
11)  sat  forth  in  the  RMR/EIS,  for  detaraining  wildlife 
habitat  aanageaant  goals  have  not  bean  covered 
adequately.  Priority  spacias  and  their  habitats  have 
bean  covered  in  tha  RMP/EIS:  aula  daar,  antelope, 

lesser  prairie  chicken,  T4E  spacias,  riparian,  ate.  Tha 
currant  conditions  of  aost  of  these  habitats  have  not 
bean  described  thoroughly  in  tha  RMP/EIS.  For  example, 
daar  habitat  in  tha  CRA  is  listed  as  "fair"  based  on 
1983  information,  page  3-27:  whereas  tha  "aaount  and 
distribution  of  viable  habitat  altered  due  to  expansion 
of  surfacs  disturbing  activities  associated  with  oil  and 
gas  davalopmant*  havs  not  bean  quantified  since  1983. 

12.  Defining  potential  habitat,  for  priority  spacias,  is 
laclcing  in  tha  RMP/EIS.  Potential  habitat  acres  have 
bean  included  for  tha  lesser  prairie  chic)tan  and  tha 
dunes  sagebrush  lizard,  but  not  for  other  sp'icles. 
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87-1  The  planning  questions  and  criteria  described  in 
Chapter  1 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  were 
established  to  serve  as  sideboards  to  focus  discussion 
and  to  ensure  that  certain  important  topics  were 
addressed.  The  planning  questions  and  criteria  were 
embodied  in  the  management  prescriptions  for  each 
alternative.  Each  of  the  alternatives  proposed  in  the 
Draft  was  a complete  management  plan  that  could 
stand  on  its  own  if  selected  as  the  preferred 
management  of  the  public  lands.  As  stated  in  your 
comment,  there  are  many  complex  and  interrelated 
resource  issues.  Thus,  it  is  necessary  to  review  an 
alternative  in  its  entirety  to  determine  how  the  planning 
questions  and  criteria  were  addressed.  Management 
prescriptions  affecting  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  are 
not  limited  only  to  the  wildlife  habitat  management 
section  of  each  alternative.  Since  the  RMP  provides 
general  guidance,  site-specific  habitat  management 
goals  would  be  developed  in  activity  plans. 

Regarding  the  comment  about  deer  habitat  in  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area,  the  information  in  the 
referenced  paragraph  is  accurate  in  relation  to  the  oil 
and  gas  activity  since  1983.  If  the  Carlsbad  RMP 
amendment  addressed  livestock  grazing,  there  would 
be  more  discussion  of  the  various  habitat  components 
and  their  respective  conditions.  While  most  of  the 
deer  habitat  still  is  in  fair  condition  and  in  a stable 
trend  (NMDGF  estimate,  1983),  the  amount  and 
distribution  of  viable  habitat  has  been  noticeably 
altered  due  to  increased  road  density,  human 
intrusions,  and  general  surface  disturbance  associated 
with  oil  and  gas  development. 
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Characteristics  of  potantial  habitat  have  not  baan 
included  for  any  spacias.  Tha  RMP/EIS  does  not  include 
any  aaana  for  expanding  or  raaatabllshing  potantial 
habitat  for  tha  spacias  listed  or  for  expanding  priority 
habitata  (s.g.  riparian).  Projects  included  in  tha 
RMP/EIS  are  aleed  only  at  eaintaining  or  ieproving 
existing  habitat. 

3.  Population  goals  and  trends  for  tha  priority 
apeclaa  have  not  baan  astabllshad.  Tha  RMP/EIS  atataa 
that  the  population  trend  for  the  leaser  prairie  chic)can 
is  stable  in  tha  RRA  and  declining  in  tha  CRA  (3-28, 
3-6S).  Population  lavals  for  other  priority  spacias  are 
given,  but  no  trends  are  docueantad. 

4.  The  RMP/EIS  should  establish  eanagaaent 

prescriptions  to  aalntaln  or  inorova  tha  habitats  of 
priority  species  based  on  population  goals  and  tha 
potentials  of  the  habitats.  Goals  say  be  stated  in 
absolute  or  relative  nunbers  of  aniizals,  acres  of 
suitable,  or  occupied  habitat.  The  RMP/EIS  should 
establish  aonitoring  procedures  to  assure  that  the 
projects  are  neeting  eanagaDcnt  goals  and  guidelines, 
fBLM  SuDDleicental  Prooraia  Guidance:  Fish  and  wildlife 

Habitat  Resources.) 

5.  Several  special  status  species  (Tables  A-16,  17) 
are  associated  with  prairie  dog  towns.  Anong  these  are 
the  Arizona  black-tailed  prairie  dog,  swift  fox, 
black-footed  ferret,  and  eountaln  plover.  Prairie  dog 
^owns  are  a naturally-occurring  acosysten  within  some 
vegetation  associations  on  tha  Roswell  District.  This 
ecosystem  should  be  inventoried  and  goals  should  be 
established  for  maintaining  appropriate  examples  of 
prairie  dog  towns  on  the  District.  Tha  issue  of  prairie 
dog  control,  administered  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  should  not  be  used  as  an  excuse  (page  1-12) 
for  neglecting  this  reasonable  alternative 

(40  CFR1502. 14(c) . 
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The  stated  goal  for  vegetation  management  (page  2-165) 
is  far  too  narrow.  The  Department's  recommendations  for 
maintaining  ecosystem  diversity  on  public  lands  is 
appended  to  this  response.  The  plan  should  specify 
goals  for  the  maintenance  of  each  major  vegetation 
community  and  major  serai  stage  on  the  District. 
Incomplete  and  imprecise  information  (Table  96,  Maps  35, 
36)  is  presented  as  an  inventory  of  major  ecosystems. 

If  this  Information  is  not  available,  the  District 
should  commit  to  developing  a reliable  nap  of  existing 


Additional  information  on  habitat  condition  in  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  has  been  added  in  response 
to  this  comment.  Refer  to  the  Proposed  Plan  and 
Table  34. 

87-2  There  are  a multitude  of  priority  species 
(primarily  game  species  and  special  status  species)  in 
the  Roswell  Resource  Area,  too  numerous  to  give 
potential  habitat  accounts  for  each  species  of  concern. 
We  specified  acreage  figures  for  the  lesser  prairie 
chicken  and  sand  dune  lizard  because  these  species 
are  of  very  high  concern  and  could  be  in  potential 
conflict  with  resource  uses.  Describing  potential 
habitat  for  the  sake  of  descriptions  is  not  the  intent  of 
the  RMP.  These  types  of  information  can  be  found  in 
various  published  literature.  For  example,  almost  the 
entire  resource  area  could  be  considered  potential 
habitat  for  pronghorn  and  desert  mule  deer,  but  then 
the  figures  become  meaningless.  Instead,  we 
specified  certain  management  areas  we  felt  were 
significant.  These  areas  were  jointly  selected  by  the 
BLM  and  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish 
early  in  the  planning  process  (memoranda  on  file). 
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Desired  Plant  Community  objectives  were  developed 
to  consider  wildlife  habitat  needs.  Community  types  in 
good  ecological  condition  should  reflect  species 
diversity  and  abundance  at  a community  level. 

The  RMP  states  overall  goals  for  each  category  under 
Wildlife  Habitat  Management.  Many  of  the  goal 
statements  include  habitat  expansion.  The  intent  of 
the  RMP  is  not  to  outline  specific  actions  or  methods 
that  would  be  implemented,  although  examples  of 
such  actions  were  given.  The  specific  actions  and 
projects  would  be  developed  at  the  activity  planning 
level  (i.e.  habitat  management  plans),  and  in 
coordination  with  other  resource  programs. 

87-3  It  was  decided  in  previous  meetings  with  the 
New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  that 
population  goals  would  not  be  the  focus  of  the  RMP 
(memoranda  on  file).  For  the  most  part,  population 
goals  can  be  established  but,  due  to  environmental 
factors,  are  very  difficult  to  assess  when  weighed 
against  habitat  management.  The  NMDGF  currently 
does  not  have  up-to-date  population  data  to  serve  as 
baseline  information  for  several  game  species  in  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area. 

87-4  The  BLM  supplemental  program  guidance  for 
wildlife  (1622.1)  discusses  establishing  objectives. 
The  specific  actions  to  meet  these  objectives  would  be 
found  in  existing  habitat  management  plans  that  will 
continue  to  be  implemented  and  revised  following  the 
completion  and  approval  of  the  RMP.  Again, 
population  goals  were  not  established  primarily 
because  of  the  paucity  of  up-to-date  data  from  the 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish.  Vegetation  monitoring 
procedures  are  being  developed  at  this  time  in 
coordination  with  other  resource  programs  to  increase 
efficiency  and  to  obtain  needed  wildlife  information  in 
light  of  budget  and  manpower  constraints.  Wildlife 
population  monitoring  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish. 

87-5  Management  goals  for  known  prairie  dog  towns 
on  public  land  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  have 
been  added  to  the  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS. 
Management  practices  for  prairie  dog  towns  have 
been  added  to  Appendix  3.  Discussions  of  prairie 
dogs  have  been  added  to  Chapters  3 and  4.  Refer  to 
Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

87-6  We  have  noted  your  comment  regarding  the  goal 
statement. 

Table  96  contains  a error  in  the  title  of  the  last  column; 
it  should  be  TOTAL,  not  "unclassified".  All  of  the 
public  lands  within  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  have 
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vegetation  on  the  Dletrlct.  Also,  there  ahould  be  a 
plan  for  aonltorlng  tha  status  and  Include  the 
fragmentation  of  each  aajor  acosystaa. 

CVBWl«tlV«  Mxlvl*. 

7 

The  RKP/FIS  lacks  an  adsguata  cuaulatlva  effects 
analysis.  Append Ix  H:  Impacts  Analysis  Assuaotlens  of 

the  RMP/EIS  lists  surface  disturbance  (acres)  as  the 
cumulative  Impacts  for  several  actions  Including  oil  and 
gas  exploration,  production,  and  mineral  exploration  and 
production.  Actions  preceedlng  1991  are  not  listed 
although  their  effects  will  last  Into  the  future.  There 
Is  no  Information  on  the  cumulative  acres  of  vegetation 
aanlpulation  projects,  or  grazed  pastures.  There  Is  no 
analysis  of  the  cumulative  Impactm  of  these  activities 
upon  vegetation.  Including  the  status,  fragmentation, 
and  future  of  aajor  ecosystems.  The  analysis  for 
wildlife  (page  AF18-9)  Is  Inadequate  and  deals 
specifically  with  only  two  species. 

Wlldlir*  Babltat  K&naqeaent. 

8 

Th*  RKP/EIS  ctllt  for  a Ho  Surfaca  Occupancy  (NSO) 
raqulreaent  of  700  aetara  froa  axiatlng  or  planned 
wildlife  laproveaenta  and  a HSO  of  200  aetere  from 
Special  Habitat  Features  (SHF'a).  The  aape  (pagea  3*32 
and  3*72}  show  the  general  location  of  the  wildlife 
lmproveaenta«  existing  and  proposed,  but  does  not 
describe  those  laproveaenta  on  the  wildlife  waters,  nor 
prescribed  burns,  etc.  k aap  of  the  general  location  of 
the  SHF's  already  identified  should  be  included. 

wildlife  Bebltat  Henaaeaent  Coala. 
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Wildlife  aanageaent  goals  should  be  set  independent  of 
general  production  and  developaent  (pages  2*161  and 
2*182)  . Wildlife  habitat  goals  should  be  set  to  obtain 
the  greatest  benefit  to  wildlife.  The  production  and 
development  of  locateable  or  saleable  ainerals  should 
have  no  bearing  on  wildlife  habitat  aanageaent  goals. 
Alternative  uses  can  then  be  evaluated  on  a case*by*case 
basi^,  against  those  goals. 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  Tmnda. 

10 

The  RXF/EIS  should  state  that  aanageaent  of  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  lands  at  Brantley  Reservlor  has  been 
relin<guished  to  the  Hew  Hexico  Department  of  Game  and 
Fish  to  fona  the  Brantley  wildlife  Area  and  Seven-Rivers 
Waterfowl  Area  (page  2*9). 

been  inventoried  and  classified.  The  maps  to  which 
you  refer  show  the  plant  communities  as  mapped  on 
the  public  lands.  The  maps  had  to  be  reduced  in 
scale  to  have  them  printed  in  the  Draft  RMP;  maps  at 
a larger  scale  are  available  for  viewing  at  the  Roswell 
District  Office. 

We  have  an  effective  monitoring  plan  and  program  in 
place  and  functioning,  and  have  had  for  many  years. 
In  the  past,  we  monitored  all  "C"  category  allotments 
on  a 10-year  cycle.  Originally,  all  the  "M"  and  "I" 
category  allotments  were  monitored  each  year  for  the 
first  five  years  of  monitoring:  they  are  now  monitored 
on  a 5-year  cycle.  We  are  in  the  process  of  re- 
working our  monitoring  plan  under  the  umbrella  of 
ecosystem  management.  Also,  refer  to  Appendix  1 1 , 
Desired  Plant  Community,  page  AP1 1-5  for  more 
detail  on  the  continued  monitoring  and  reporting  of  the 
data  of  each  major  community. 

87-7  Appendix  18  displays  the  assumptions  that  were 
used  as  the  basis  for  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4. 
It  was  not  our  intent  to  display  or  discuss  cumulative 
impacts  in  Appendix  18.  Cumulative  impacts  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  4. 

87-8  A map  indicating  the  location  of  special  habitat 
features  for  the  RMP  is  not  feasible.  We  have  added 
a definition  of  special  habitat  features  to  the  Glossary. 
Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Glossary.  The  map  on 
page  3-32  is  used  to  give  an  idea  of  where  most  of 
the  on-the-ground  structural  projects  are  located  In 
order  to  illustrate  the  locations  of  the  200-meter  no 
surface  disturbance  requirement.  Other  wildlife 
projects,  such  as  prescribed  burns  will  not  be 
portrayed  in  the  RMP  as  they  are  not  associated  with 
the  requirement.  It  would  be  premature  to  identify 
such  locations  at  the  land  use  planning  level.  These 
actions  and  locations  would  be  developed  at  the 
activity  planning  level  (e.g.,  habitat  management  plans 
and  coordinated  resource  management  plans). 


87-9  The  management  goals  in  a given  alternative 
reflect  both  the  "theme"  of  that  alternative  (e.g., 
environmental  protection,  commodity  production, 
balanced  use),  and  the  multiple  use  mandates  in  the 
Federal  Land  Management  and  Policy  Act.  The  goals 
for  wildlife  habitat  management  in  Alternative  B are 
free  from  production  and  development  constraints. 
Because  Alternative  E has  a different  emphasis  and  is 
more  balanced  in  approach,  the  goals  are  designed  to 
reflect  habitat  management  coupled  with  a level  of 
production  and  development. 

87-10  The  context  of  the  discussion  on  page  2-9  is 
the  management  of  the  federal  mineral  estate  under 
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Tha  RMP/EIS  (tataa,  *Tha  KMDcr  atocka  trout  in  tha  Pacoa 
Rlvar  balow  Brantlay  Daa  on  an  annual  baaia*  (paga 
2-10) . Thla  atataaant  ahould  ba  raaovad  bacauaa  tha 
Dapartaant  doaa  not  atock  trout  dlractly  balow  Brantlay 
Daa.  Two  locationa  ara  atockad  on  tha  Pacoa  Bivar  in 
tha  Carlabad  araa:  Carlabad  Municipal  Laka  and  Bataan 

Laka.  Boiling  Sprlnga  onca  vaa  atockad  but  vaa 
inundatad  by  Brantlay  Peaarvior. 

OHV  Hanaoeaant. 

12 

Enlarging  tha  OHV  araaa,  and  changing  from  aotorcyclaa 
to  ATV'a  laaa  than  SO’  wlda,  will  laad  to  incraaaad 
habitat  loaa  and  daatructlon.  Mitigation  for  tha 
habitat  loaa  ahould  ba  conaidarad  in  tha  RMP/EIS.  Tha 
Dapartaant  auggaata  adding  to  tha  ACEC a,  tha  acraa  leat 
dua  to  axpanaion  of  OHV  araaa. 

rlra  Kanaqeaant  Coals. 

13 

Tha  RMP/EIS  Eira  Manaoaaant  Goal  atataa  that  fira  would 
raplaca  or  augaant  chaalcal  or  aachanlcal  vagatatlon 
traataanta  (paga  2-1S2).  How  aany  acraa  ara  propoaad 
for  praacribad  buma?  Laaa  than  ona  parcant  of  currant 
vagatatlon  aanipulatlon  projacta  call  for  praacribad 
fira  (paga  S-12).  Tha  uaa  of  fira  ahould  ba  incraaaad 
for  all  vagatatlon  traataanta  whan  tha  fuala  ara  praaant 
to  carry  a fira.  Tha  Dapartaant  aupporta  tha  atatad 
Fira  Manaoaaant  Goal  for  vaoatatlon  traataanta. 

Salt  Cedar  Waingeaent. 

14 

Tha  Dapartaant  guaatlona  tha  uaa  of  fira  or  harblcidaa 
in  tha  aanagaaant  of  aalt  cadar.  Lltaratura  ravlaw 
ahowa  lliitad  auccasa  in  managing  aalt  cadar  with  fira 
or  with  chaalcala.  Hachanlcal  mathoda  (root-plowing  and 
root-raking)  hava  ahown  axcallant  raaulta  at  tha  Boagua 
dal  Apacha  Rational  Wildlifa  Rafuga  (paraonnal 
corraapondanca  batwaan  Mark  Madaan,  of  ay  ataff,  and 
John  Taylor,  USrws) . Tha  Dapartaant  auggaata  ualng 
aachanlcal  aathoda,  which  ara  aora  affactiva,  in  tha 
aanagaaant  of  aalt  cadar  on  tha  Fort  Stanton  ACEC,  North 
Pacoa  Rlvar  ACEC,  and  Ovarflow  Natlanda  ACEC.  If  tha 
uaa  of  harblcidaa  ia  choaan,  than  tha  RMP/EIS  ahould 
atata: 

1)  tha  harblcida  to  ba  uaad  (Araanal  and  Rodao 
hava  ahown  favorabla  raaulta) i 

2)  tha  concantratlon  of  harblcida  to  ba  uaad;  and 

3)  tha  mathod  of  application. 

lands  managed  by  other  agencies.  Our  understanding 
from  discussions  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
(BOR)  and  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and 
Fish  (NMDGF)  is  that  the  BOR  is  the  responsible  party 
for  all  lands  within  the  Brantley  project.  Any  oil  and 
gas  operations  are  subject  to  the  requirements  of  the 
BOR,  not  the  NMDGF.  The  management  proposed  on 
page  2-9  accurately  represents  the  BOR’s 
management  preferences. 

87-11  Your  comment  has  been  noted  and  the 
correction  made.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

87-12  Haystack  Mountain  OHV  Area  is  presently 
designated  as  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails  for 
motorcycles.  The  proposed  designation  would  allow 
ATVs  with  a maximum  width  of  50  inches  to  use  the 
area.  Most  of  the  trails  in  this  area  are  at  least  four 
feet  wide.  In  designating  the  area  for  ATVs,  we 
estimate  that  the  impacts  from  ATVs  on  soil, 
vegetation  and  wildlife  would  be  the  same  as  from  a 
motorcycle,  if  not  less,  because  of  the  weight 
distribution  of  the  4 X 4 ATVs,  verses  the  spinning  of 
the  single  rear  wheels  of  motorcycles.  In  the 
Mescalero  Sands  area,  we  have  done  essentially  what 
you  suggest.  The  size  of  the  Mescalero  Sands  North 
Dune  OHV  Area  would  increase  by  about  526  acres. 
At  the  same,  by  proposing  the  Mescalero  Sands 
ACEC,  we  have  increased  the  size  of  the  existing 
Mescalero  Sands  Outstanding  Natural  Area  by  about 
1 ,750  acres. 


87-13  The  use  of  prescribed  fire  will  play  an 
increasingly  important  role  in  vegetation  treatment  in 
the  future.  We  have  deferred  making  an  estimate  of 
the  acreage  proposed  for  treatment  by  burning  until 
the  development  of  activity  plans.  In  activity  plans,  we 
will  design  vegetation  treatments  to  meet  DPC 
thresholds  and  vegetation  condition  objectives,  based 
on  the  results  of  resource  monitoring  (see  page  2-166, 
for  example).  The  acreage  shown  on  page  S-12 
under  current  management  is  all  that  remains  available 
for  treatment  under  existing  land  use  planning 
decisions.  Refer  to  response  29-14. 

87-14  Refer  to  response  87-13.  When  chemicals  are 
determined  to  be  the  best  means  of  treatment,  the 
kind  of  chemical  to  be  used,  the  method  of  application, 
the  concentration  to  be  applied,  and  the  expected 
effectiveness  of  treatment  are  all  analyzed  in  an 
environmental  assessment,  which  is  prepared  for  each 
proposed  treatment. 
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l.  Tha  Dapartaant  would  Ilka  to  aaa  hunting  uaad  aa  a 
aanagaaant  tool  on  tha  Rio  Bonlto  acqulrad  lands  vhara 
..nag.aant  goal.,  aaf.ty  conc.ma,  aS  accaia  all« 
Planting  agricultural  crop,  will  draw  daar  froa  tha 
aurroundlng  aountalna  and  laad  to  ovar-utll liatlon  of 
thoaa  cropa  and  tha  riparian  habitat  that  tha  BLM  la 
trying  to  •rvhBnco. 

* loraga  utilization  of  SSt 
(paga  2-1^1)  of  tha  yaarly  foraga  production.  Mott 

utlliratlon.  Xn  axplanation  ahould  ba  provldad  whv  a 
taallar  proportion  of  tha  foraga  at  Rio  Bonlto  will  ba 
raaai-vad  for  wildlifa  and  for  plant-comaunlty 
aalntananca.  Mho  or  what  atandard  will  dataralna 
axcaaa  foraga"  for  uaa  by  llvaatock  (paga  J-17117  a 
monitoring  plan  will  ba  naadad  In  ordar  to  adjuat  tha 
numbara  of  AUM'a  on  a yaarly  baala  and  to  dataralna  if 
axcaaa  foraga  hat  baan  producad  at  tha  and  of  aach 
growing  aaaton. 

Hatharm  Raaearch  Maturml  Aram. 

Crazing  ahould  ba  axcludad  from  tha  total  araa  (2« 
acrat) , not  just  tha  92  acraa  already  fenced.  The 
Mathers  Research  Area  was  created  for  wildlife  habitat 
research  and  "to  provide  sites  for  studies  of  natural 
processes  In  undisturbed  acotystema.*  rceneral 
Iec^^l<7al  Report  RM-IK.  USDA) . 

Heacalero  Sanda  ACBC. 


The  Department  strongly  supports  the  establ Ishaent  of 
more  than  one  ACEC  in  the  Meacalero  Sanda.  The  fragile 
status  of  this  unique  and  limited  biotic  community  la 
demonstrated  by  tha  endangered  status  of  the  dunes 
sagebrush  lizard.  Tha  proposed  ACEC  (Map  A14-20)  la 
fi<l.j>gent  to  an  araa  where  this  lizard  has  been  verified 
In  several  places,  including  at  the  vest  edge  of 
Section  9 (T30E-R12S)  and  in  Section  27  (T30E-R11S). 
However,  existing  Information  suggests  that  this  species 
has  a patchy  distribution.  Ha  suggest  that  the  location 
of  this  ACEC  not  be  finalized  until  tha  presence  of  this 
endangered  species  la  verified  In  the  area.  Principles 
of  conservation  biology  Indicate  that  the  security  of  an 
endangered  species  it  greatly  enhanced  by  having  sore 


87-15  We  are  very  concerned  about  the  safety  of 
adjacent  landowners,  travelers  on  U.S.  Highway  380, 
and  recreationists  using  the  Rio  Bonito  acquired  lands, 
if  those  lands  are  open  to  hunting.  The  configuration 
of  the  parcels  could  present  problems  if  hunting  was 
allowed.  Perhaps  certain  types  of  hunting  could  be 
allowed,  such  as  hunting  with  primitive  weapons.  The 
BLM  and  the  NMDGF  must  work  together  to  determine 
management  goals,  resolve  safety  concerns  and 
establish  access  to  the  acquired  lands.  We  have 
modified  the  text  in  Alternative  E to  address  the 
consideration  of  limited  hunting  on  the  acquired  lands. 
However,  no  decision  would  be  made  until  public 
meetings  are  conducted  and  concerns  are  resolved. 
Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

87-16  The  paragraph  referenced  in  your  comment  has 
been  modified.  A minimum  of  55  percent  of  annual 
plant  production  would  remain.  Refer  to  Table  34  and 
the  Proposed  Plan.  A activity-level  management  plan 
for  the  Rio  Bonito  acquired  lands  would  be  prepared 
following  approval  of  the  RMP.  The  activity  plan 
would  address  site-specific  management,  including 
topics  such  as  those  mentioned  in  your  comment. 

87-17  We  have  reassessed  our  management  of  the 
Mathers  RNA  and  propose  to  close  to  grazing  that 
portion  of  the  RNA  west  of  the  access  road  and  north 
of  an  existing  east-west  fence  near  the  southern  edge 
of  the  RNA.  Approximately  104  acres  would  be  closed 
in  addition  to  the  91  acres  already  closed,  for  a total  of 
about  195  acres.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed 
Plan.  Also,  refer  to  response  126-2. 

87-18  The  boundary  of  the  proposed  Mescalero 
Sands  ACEC  was  established  to  protect  several 
resources,  including  the  large  dunes  themselves.  The 
proposed  ACEC  meets  the  relevance  and  importance 
criteria  for  designation,  irrespective  of  the  presence  of 
the  sand  dune  lizard.  During  development  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS,  we  considered  smaller  ACECs  in  the  area 
and  identified  five  sites  for  possible  designation.  In 
our  analysis,  however,  we  determined  that  it  is  not 
feasible  to  create  an  ACEC  complex  at  Mescalero 
Sands  due  to  the  extent  of  the  ecosystem,  lack  of 
biological  data,  and  potential  conflicts  with  valid 
existing  rights.  We  proposed  a single,  large  ACEC,  in 
conformance  with  a recommendation  from  The  Nature 
Conservancy.  We  believe  other  important  areas 
outside  of  the  ACEC  can  be  protected  by  other 
methods,  such  as  no  surface  occupancy,  rights-of-way 
avoidance  areas,  and  rangeland  management 
practices  to  meet  Desired  Plant  Community  objectives 
for  the  Shinnery  Oak/Dune  community  type.  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  can  be  nominated  at 
any  time  by  BLM  personnel,  other  agencies,  or 
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than  ona  protected  population  (Soule  and  Slsberloff, 
1986,  Biological  Conservation  35) . Therefore,  the 
Departaent  suggests  that  the  RMP/EIS  state  that 
additional  Mescalero  Sands  ACECs  will  be  designated 
after  current  studies  of  the  distribution  of  the  dunes 
sagebrush  lizard  are  conpleted. 


lAjyj  Exchanges:  Prairie  Qilchen 

The  Departaent  continues  to  desire  acquisition,  through 
exchange,  of  public  lands  in  T 7 S,  R 32,  33  and  34  E 
for  improving  contiguity  of  the  Marshall  and  Callina 
Wells  Prairie  Chicken  Areas.  A Bureau  letter 
(2200(066)1610)  of  February  19,  1993  noted  that  the 
RXP/EIS  would  include  these  lands  that  the  Departeent 
I noainated  for  exchange.  The  lands  are  in  Roosevelt 

" County.  Page  APlO-2  of  the  RKP/EIS  appears  to  place 

lands  for  disposal  in  two  of  the  above  townships  within 
Chaves  County.  Lands  in  T 7 S,  R 34  E are  not  Included 
in  the  table.  The  Departaent  requests  that 
opportunities  for  this  proposed  land  exchange  not  be 
precluded  by  any  errors  of  omission  in  Table  APlO-2. 


Monitorljwi  amd  Adaptive  Ranaoeaent. 

The  Departaent  would  like  to  see  a clear  coaaltaent  to 
monitoring  the  impacts  of  the  Bureau's  activities,  and 
a use  of  resulting  information  in  an  adaptive  management 
process.  It  is  dismaying  to  note  that  range  condition 
is  "undetermined"  for  about  half  the  RRA  (Table  96)  j and 
that  no  information  on  range  condition  is  provided  for 

>the  CRA.  The  effectiveness  of  Bureau  management  in 
achieving  goals,  including  wildlife  goals,  should  be 
monitored  and  evaluated  periodically.  To  evaluate  some 
activities,  some  management  should  be  conducted  with  an 
experimental  design  - including  control  areas, 
replication,  and  randomization.  This  Is  the  only  way  to 
produce  truly  reliable  knowledge  from  monitoring,  for 
use  in  adaptive  management. 


Thank  you  for  allowing  the  Departaent  of  Came  and  Fish  the 
opportunity  of  commenting  on  the  draft  Roswell  Resource  Area 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmcntal  Impact  Statement  and 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Resource  Management  Plan 


individuals.  Once  the  current  studies  of  the 
distribution  of  the  sand  dune  lizard  have  been 
completed,  an  ACEC  could  be  nominated,  if 
warranted,  and  addressed  through  a land  use  plan 
amendment. 

87-19  We  have  corrected  the  error  you  identified  by 
changing  the  lands  listed  in  the  Draft  RMP  on  page 
API 0-2,  in  T.  7 S.,  R.  32,  33  E.,  from  Chaves  County 
to  Roosevelt  County.  We  have  added  the  public  lands 
in  T.  7 S.,  R.  34  E.,  to  Table  AP-10,  Public  Lands 
Proposed  for  Disposal. 

87-20  We  agree  that  the  effectiveness  of  Bureau 
management  in  achieving  goals,  including  wildlife 
goals,  should  be  monitored  and  evaluated  periodically. 
But,  there  is  a cost  to  monitoring  that  must  be 
considered.  Management  and  monitoring  efforts 
should  not  be  solely  the  responsibility  of  the  BLM. 
Cooperative  efforts  between  the  BLM  and  other 
agencies,  institutions,  groups  and  individuals,  are 
needed  to  share  the  costs  of  monitoring.  We  currently 
are  working  with  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game 
and  Fish  to  collect  the  information  necessary  for 
making  sound  resource  management  decisions,  and 
will  continue  to  rely  on  the  information  and  expertise  of 
the  Department.  We  will  establish  specific  monitoring 
objectives  at  the  activity  planning  level. 
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ABcndmant/Environmental  Impact  Statamant.  For  fuz^har 
coordination  on  thia  plan,  plaasa  contact  Mark  Madsen  at 
(505) 624-6135. 


Sincaraly , 

Jarry  A.  Maracchinl 
Diractor 


JAM/JB/la 
Enel . 


cc:  Jennifer  Fowler-Propst  (Ecological  Services,  USFWS) 

Tom  Moody  (Southeast  Area  Operations  Chief,  NMCF) 

Andrew  Sandoval  (Conservation  Services  Div.  Chief,  NMCF) 
Jim  Bailey  (Conservation  Serv.  Div.  Asst.  Chief,  KMGF) 


With  regard  to  Table  96,  an  error  in  the  table  has 
misled  you.  The  term  "Undetermined"  at  the  head  of 
the  right-hand  column  was  used  by  mistake;  the 
heading  of  that  column  should  be  "Total".  The  right- 
hand  column  lists  the  total  acreages  of  the  various 
serai  stages  within  each  plant  community.  As  for  the 
lack  of  information  on  range  condition  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area,  we  determined  that  range  condition  is 
not  part  of  the  "affected  environment"  related  to  oil  and 
gas  development.  The  Carlsbad  RMP  Amendment 
addresses  only  oil  and  gas  management  and  the 
discussion  of  resources  in  Chapter  3 is  limited  to  those 
affected  by  oil  and  gas  management. 
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RECOKKENDATIONS  FOR  MAIHTAIMING  ECOSYSTEM  OrVtRSITY 
ON  PUBLIC  LANDS 

Hew  Mexico  Departnent  of  Cane  and  Pith 
January,  1995 

• For  purposet  of  these  guidelines,  an  ecosystem 
is  defined  as  any  major  serai  stage,  or  climax,  of  any  major 
vegetation  type.  Examples  are  plains  grasslands,  mountain 
meadows,  regenerating  aspen,  mature  aspen,  and  the  seedling, 
sapling,  mature,  and  old-growth  stages  of  forest  types. 

Rationale:  Conserving  the  native  biological  diversity  of  New 

Mexico  is  our  shared  obligation  to  current  and  future 
generations.  Three  levels  of  biological  diversity  are 
genetic,  species,  and  ecosystem  diversity.  New  Mexico  has 
lost  considerable  genetic  and  species  diversity  during  the 
past  150-200  years^,  and  the  causes  of  this  loss  appear  to 
be  accelerating. 

Preserving  species  diversity  has  received  the  most  attention 
in  lav  , and  consequently  in  land-manageaent  planning. 
Preserving  species  diversity  requires  the  persistence  and 
availability  of  the  ecosystems  needed  by  each  species. 

Preserving  genetic  resources  within  species  is  necessary  to 
conserve  the  full  value  of  the  species  to  mankind,  and  to 
prevent  extinction  in  the  long  term.  Genetic  diversity  is 
preserved  by  preventing  genetic  swamping  through 
interbreeding  with  non-native  organisms,  and  by  maintaining 
sufficiently  large  populations  throughout  the  range  of 
ecosystems  naturally  occupied  by  each  species. 

Thus,  the  preservation  of  both  genetic  and  species  diversity 
depend  upon  maintaining  sufficient  areas  and  distributions  of 
adl  the  naturally  occurring  habitat  types  of  New  Mexico. 

This  is  the  preservation  of  ecosystem  diversity.  It  should 
be  a cornerstone  of  ecosystem  management.  The  Intents  of  the 
federal  and  state  endangered  species  lavs  cannot  be  fulfilled 
without  land-management  programs  that  maintain  ecosystem 
diversity.  Moreover,  some  New  Mexico  habitats  have  been  so 
altered  and  degraded  that  they  may.be  considered  endangered, 
or  at  least  threatened,  ecosystems^. 

Ideally,  the  conservation  of  ecosystems  will  be  coordinated 
across  public  and  private  lands.  Conservation  activities  on 
private  lands  may  be  critical  for  some  New  Mexico  ecosystems, 
but  these  activities  are  largely  voluntary.  For  most,  but 
not  all.  New  Mexico  ecosystems,  there  is  abundant  opportunity 
to  conserve  ecosystem  diversity  on  public  lands.  However,  in 
reviewing  plans  for  the  management  of  public  lands,  the  New 


Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  has  found  very  little 
consideration  for  maintaining  ecosystem  diversity. 

The  relatively  new  concern  for  maintaining  old-growth  forest 
ecosystems  has  brought  increased  recognition  that  all  natural 
ecosystems  should  be  considered  in  land  management.  However, 
there  is  little  precedence  and  experience  to  utilize  in 
developing  this  level  of  landscape  management.  Some  agencies 
do  not  have  adequate  ecosystem  maps.  Algorithms  will  be 
needed  to  predict  effects  of  vegetation  disturbance  and 
succession.  New  software  may  be  needed.  Geographic 
information  systems  and  gap  analyses  must  be  used  in 
planning.  Most  of  all,  the  maintenance  of  ecosystem 
diversity  will  require  a new  and  thorough  review  of  biology, 
and  of  priorities,  in  order  to  develop  and  justify  goals. 

The  Hew  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  wants  to  interact 
with  public  land-management  agencies  in  this  creative  and 
challenging  endeavor.  Therefore,  these  recommendations  are 
proposed  for  use  in  developing  and  ImpleBenting  management 
plans  for  public  lands,  especially  lands  managed  by  the 
Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  Department  of 
Defense . 

Goals: 

Clarity:  Goals  for  maintaining  ecosystem  diversity  should  be 

stated  in  clear,  quantified  terms.  This  is  necessary  for 
public  understanding  and  acceptance;  for  explicit  directions 
to  field  personnel;  and  ultimately  for  evaluating  the  success 
of  management.  The  commonly  stated  goals  of  "maintaining 
ecosystem  health  and  integrity"  and  "simulating  presettlement 
conditions"  need  considerable  definition  to  become  clear  and 
quantified.  Goals  may  be  stated  as  a specific  target  for  the 
desired  future  condition,  or  as  a quantified  range  of 
acceptable  future  conditions. 

For  maintaining  ecosystem  diversity,  plans  should  specify 
which  ecosystems,  including  successional  stages,  are  to  be 
recognized  in  management.  (We  base  the  conservation  of 
species  diversity  upon  a list  of  species;  the  conservation  of 
ecosystem  diversity  requires  a list  of  ecosystems.) 

Ecosystems  should  be  defined  and  described  as  precisely  as 
possible.  Goals  should  include  the  amount,  or  percent,  of 
land  area  that  will  support  each  ecosystem  on  the  planning 
area.  Goals  should  also  address  the  range  and  frequency  of 
patch  sizes  and  the  connectedness  of  patches. 

Incompatible  goal  statements  must  be  avoided.  It  is  not 
possible  to  maximize  two  resources  or  products  on  one  site 
(unless  the  resources  or  products  are  completely  unrelated  or 
loot  correlated,  which  is  unlikely). 
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Juitlfication:  Goals  should  b«  justifiad  usin^  ths  bast 

sciantific  information  avallabla.  If  preaattlesant 
conditions  ara  salactsd  as  a standard,  thsrs  should  bs  a 
discussion  to  support  this  decision. 

The  habitat  requirements  for  a viable  population  of  a 
stanoecious  species  with  a larqa  hose  range  say  be  a useful 
justification  for  selecting  quantities  and  patch  sizes  for 
some  acosystess.  (The  requirements  for  the  Mexican  spotted 
owl,  or  the  pine  marten,  are  used  to  justify  goals  for 
preserving  old  forest  ecosystems.  It  is  presumed  that  the 
requirements  of  old-forest  obligate  species  having  smaller 
home  ranges  will  be  fulfilled  if  the  requirements  of  these 
animals  are  met.  This  approach  to  justification  may  be  used 
for  ecosystems  other  than  old  growth  forests.) 

If  the  goal  for  quantities  of  successional  stages  is  selected 
to  accomodate  sustained  production  of  some  commodity,  this 
should  be  clearly  stated,  and  the  risks  for  maintaining 
ecosystem  diversity  should  be  discussed. 

When  the  best  scientific  Information  does  not  suggest  clear 
goals  for  maintaining  ecosystems,  goals  may  be  based  partly 
or  largely  on  intuition.  This  should  be  clearly  stated  in 
the  goal  justification,  and  it  will  be  imperative  to  design 
some  management  as  an  experiment  in  order  to  evaluate  the 
results  of  this  intuition. 

Spatial  Scales: 

Each  ecosystem  is  not  entirely  the  same  across  New  Mexico. 

For  example,  the  mix  of  plant  and  animal  species  within 
ponderosa  pine  forests  varies  from  northern  to  southern  New 
Mexico.  Therefore,  to  maintain  all  species  and  genetic 
resources,  ecosystems  must  be  conserved  at  multiple  scales. 
The  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  recommends  that  there  be 
goals  and  plans  for  maintaining  ecosystem  diversity  at  three 
scales:  (1)  the  local  planning  area,  such  as  a diversity 
unit,  allotment,  or  other  project  area;  (2)  the  local 
administrative  unit,  such  as  a ranger  district,  or  BLM 
area';  and  (3)  a larger  administrative  unit,  such  as  a 
National  Forest  or  BLM  District.  Planning  at  these  three 
levels  will  assure  a comprehensive  review  at  the  highest 
administrative  level;  needed  commitment  to  goals  and 
understanding  of  issues  at  the  intermediate  administrative 
level  where  critical  decisions  are  made';  proper 
Implementation  at  the  lowest  level;  and  consideration  for 
maintaining  ecosystems  throughout  their  entire  natural 
ranges.  At  each  scale,  there  should  be  goals  for  area, 
patch-sizes,  and  connectedness  for  each  recognized 
ecosystem. 


In  the  management  hierarchy,  the  precedence  of  goals  at  each 
level  should  be  clearly  etated.  If  the  goel  for  en  ecosyetem 
is  not  being  met  at  a higher  administrative  level,  it  should 
be  clear  under  what  conditions,  if  any,  ths  ecosystem  may  be 
diminished  at  a lover  management  level. 

Temporal  Scales:  The  cumulative  effects  of  recent,  current, 
and  foreseeable  management  practices  upon  goals  for  ecosystem 
diversity  should  be  predicted  into  the  future.  Predictione 
should  be  for  a period  equal  to  the  longest-lasting  expected 
Impacts,  such  as  the  cutting  cycle  for  timber. 

Monitoring: 

Monitoring  and  evaluation  are  necessary  to  determlpe  the 
effectiveness  and  validity  of  plans  and  practices. 

Results  of  monitoring  should  be  used  in  reevaluating  plans 
and  programs  in  a cyclic,  incremental  management  process. 
Response  variables  to  be  monitored  should  be  clearly 
identified,  with  units  of  measure,  at  all  three  levels  of 
ecosystem  planning.  Obvious  response  variables  are  the 
areas,  frequency  distribution  of  patch  sizes,  and 
connectedness  of  each  recognized  ecosystem.  Selected 
stenoecious  indicator  species,  especially  those  with  large 
home  ranges,  may  be  monitored  as  surrogates  for  the  states  of 
some  ecosystems. 


Ve  will  never  )cnow  how  much  genetic  diversity  has  been 
lost  as  populations  have  been  reduced  and  geographic  ranges 
have  been  restricted.  Notable  examples  are  the  losses  of  any 
unique  genes  that  once  existed  in  New  Mexico  el)c  and  mountain 
bighorn.  These  species  were  extirpated  from  the  state  and 
reintroduced  with  strains  from  elsewhere.  However,  most  of 
the  state’s  121  endangered  species,  including  94  vertebrates, 
now  have  much  restricted  ranges.  (The  Rio  Grande  silvery 
minnow  has  been  extirpated  from  951  of  its  native  range.)  It 
is  likely  that  very  many  of  these  species  have  already  lost 
genetic  diversity,  and  therefore  have  lost  an  important  basis 
for  responding  to  future  habitat  change. 

The  federal  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  New  Mexico 
wildlife  Conservation  Act,  the  New  Mexico  Endangered  Plant 
Species  Act. 

Large  free-flowing  rivers,  riparian  bosque  woodlands, 
old  growtii  forests,  and  native  grasslands  are  examples. 

In  some  of  the  Department's  experience,  this 
administrative  level  has  been  the  weakest  link  In  the 
management  and  maintenance  of  biodiversity. 
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/ Dahxs,  C.  1991.  Ecogystaa  sanagtaant  in  tha 
Southwestam  Ragion.  pp.  9-11  In  Aldon,  E.  F.  and  D.  H.  Shaw 
(ads.)  Managing  plnon- juniper  ecosystans  for  tuitalnabllity 
and  social  naads.  USDA  Forest  Service  CTR  RM-33S. 

*/  Bailey,  J.  A.  1962.  laplications  of  "Muddling  Through* 
for  wildlife  aanagaaent.  Wildl.  Soc.  Bull.  10:363-369. 


David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Teaa  leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanageaeot 
Roswell  District  Office 
1717  Heat  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  68201-2019 


8 8 941338 


•2  Mercedes  Court 
Roswell,  Hew  Mexico  88201 
20  February  1996 


Dear  Hr.  Stout: 

I have  been  aonltorlof  sandhill  crane  (Srud  canadensis)  use  of  the 
Overflow  Wetlands  Wildlife  Babltat  Area  for  the  past  six  years  and 
have  hunted  waterfowl  In  that  area  during  the  past  three  seasons. 

The  following  are  coaaeots  and  recosssendations  concerning  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  Draft  BMP/EIS,  dated  Septeaber  1994.  These 
coeaents  are  restricted  to  the  Overflow  Wetlands  WHA/ACEC. 

The  Overflow  Wetlands  WBA  contains  the  only  significant  waterfowl 
hunting  area  that  la  open  to  hunting  during  the  afternoon.  A 
portion  of  the  Dexter  National  Fish  Batchery  Is  open  but  the  water 
conditions  vary  widely  from  year  to  year  with  unfavorable  conditions 
apparently  being  the  norm.  Also,  the  actual  hunting  area  at  the 
hatchery  is  not  large  enough  to  provide  guallty  bunting  for  aore 
than  two  or  three  hunters.  The  public  lands  designated  for  water- 
fowl  hunting,  such  as  the  area  at  Bitter  Lake  KWR  and  tha  Buey 
Waterfowl  Managenent  Area,  are  restricted  with  hunting  allowed  until 
1:00  p«  on  only  three  days  per  week.  As  stated  on  page  2-16  of  the 
RMP,  the  goal  of  Outdoor  Recreation  Manageeent  is:  'The  public  lands 
In  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  would  be  aanaged  to  ensure  tha 
continued  availability  of  guallty  outdoor  recreation  opportunities 
and  experiences  that  are  not  readily  available  froe  other  sources. 
..."  Since  unrestricted  afternoon  hunting  is  a recreational 
opportunity  that  Is  not  generally  available  on  public  land  elsewhere 
In  southeastern  New  Mexico,  it  seems  strange  that  waterfowl  hunting 
as  a recreational  activity  Is  either  Ignored,  oeltted,  or  only 
Indirectly  alluded  to  In  the  alternatives  of  this  eanageaent  plan. 

Also,  shallow  ponds  In  the  Overflow  Wetlands  WHA  are  used  froe 
October  to  April  os  roosts  by  sandhill  cranes  that  fly  out  to  food 
in  agricultural  fields  froe  Oasis  (to  the  north)  to  Bageraan  (to  the 
south.)  I naeed  (for  ey  records)  these  roost  sites  the  North  Pond. 
Middle  Pond,  and  Southwest  Pond.  The  enclosed  nap  shows  the 
locations  of  these  poods  and  the  enclosed  table  Is  a sumeary  of 
crane  roosting  activity  froe  Fall  1989  through  Spring  1994. 

The  North  Pood  Is  a large  shallow  basin  that  Is  attractive  to  the 
first  cranes  that  elgrate  Into  the  area  In  the  fall.  Crane  hunters 
hunt  this  roost  at  dawn  during  the  first  weeks  of  the  season  and 
duck  hunters  regularly  disturb  the  roost  after  the  waterfowl  season 
opens  This  pood  Is  usually  abandoned  by  the  cranes  during  December 
and  the  cranes  may  or  may  not  resume  using  the  pood  after  the 
hunting  seasons  have  closed. 
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The  Middle  Pood  appears  to  be  the  least  preferred  by  the  craoes  aod 
Is  not  used  during  every  viotering  season. 

The  Southwest  Pood  is  the  other  sajor  roost  site  in  the  Overflow 
Wetl&ods  aod  provides  ao  alternate  roost  when  the  North  Pood  is 
disturbed.  Only  the  northeast  portion  of  this  pood  is  on  public 
land.  The  southern  part  is  privately  owned  and  posted;  the  owner 
does  not  pervit  hunting.  The  northwest  part  of  the  pood  is  also 
privately  owned,  however  this  owner  peraits  hooting.  Cranes  using 
the  Southwest  Pond  are  disturbed  by  waterfowl  huntlog  on  the  BLM 
land  aod  by  crane  hunting  at,  and  illegally  after,  sunset  when  the 
cranes  are  returning  to  roost.  The  crane  hunters  approach  the  sx>nd 
across  the  private  property  to  the  northwest  or  hunt  along  the  river 
the  pipeline  south  of  the  pood. 

Vheo  disturbed  during  the  evening,  the  cranes  will  fly  to  an 
alternate  roost,  usually  at  Bitter  Lake  HWR.  A^tcr  several 
consecutive  disturbances,  the  ponds  are  abandoned.  By  Decenber  nost 
of  the  cranes  In  Chaves  County  are  roosting  at  Bitter  Lake  KVR. 

Other  sites  (along  and  Pecos  River  and  north  of  Bottoaless  Lakes 
State  Park)  aay  be  used  by  a few  cranes  when  there  is  sufficient 
water . 

Along  with  this  shift  In  roosting,  there  appears  to  be  a concurrent 
shift  in  foraging  areas;  fewer  cranes  fly  to  the  fields  In  the 
vicinity  of  Dexter.  This  Is  because,  in  part,  cranes  roosting  at 
Bitter  Lake  NVR  have  to  fly  twice  as  far  to  these  fields.  Also, 
those  cranes  that  shift  to  roosting  at  the  refuge  “discover*  the 
food  available  on  the  refuge  farm. 
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For  optimal  use  of  all  available  resources  in  Chaves  County,  at 
least  one  roost  site  close  to  Dexter  should  be  protected  from 
hunting  and  other  disturbances.  The  most  likely  candidate  for  a 
protected  roost  site  is  the  Southwest  Pond.  This  pond  is  large 
enough  for  several  thousand  cranes  and  apparently  provides  a sense 
of  security  that  seems  to  be  lacking  at  sites  along  the  river 
northeast  of  Dexter.  The  North  and  Middle  Ponds  lie  in  the  heart  of 
the  areaopen  to  hunting.  Protection  of  these  two  poods  would 
preclude  all  other  recreational  activities  from  October  through 
March. 

The  following  recosuBeodatloos  are  offered  to  both  preserve  the 
Overflow  Wetlands  for  recreation  and  to  provide  a protected  area  for 
crane  roosting. 

1.  The  low  lying  areas  and  adjacent  slopes  should  be  protected  from 
oil  and  gas  activities  and  also  the  extraction  of  solid  minerals 
(gravel  pits,  for  example.)  The  areas  of  No  Surface  Occupancy. 
Closure  to  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing,  and  Closure  to  Solid  Leasable 
Minerals. Salable  Minerals,  aod  Locatable  Minerals  (Alternatives  6 
and  D)  outlined  on  maps  AM-2  and  AM-3  appear  to  give  the  necessary 
protection  to  the  area,  however  this  protection  should  be  extended 
to  the  E 1/2  of  Section  17  along  the  Pecos  River. 
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2.  As  illustrated  on  Map  AM-7,  Alternative  C,  Rlghts-of -Way  should 
be  excluded  from  the  low  lying  areas  au)d  vehicular  traffic 
restricted  to  existing  roads  The  present  access  road  parallel  to 
the  power  line  from  the  south  should  be  improved  and  a parking  area 
established  in  the  HE  1/4  of  Section  9 (T12S,  R26E.) 


13.  A positive  statement  that  waterfowl  hunting  is  a principal 

recreational  activity  in  the  Overflow  Wetlands  WHA  should  be  added 
to  all  alternatives. 

4.  Alternative  E (Preferred)  proposes  the  establishment  of  nature 
trails,  observation  overlooks,  restroom  facilities,  picnic  tables, 
aod  parking  areas.  These  should  not  be  located  within  1/4  mile  of 
any  pond  or  other  area  presently  being  used  for  waterfowl  hunting  to 
avoid  closing  these  areas  to  hunting.  A possible  location  for  a 
nature  trail  with  a boardwalk  is  parallel  to  the  east  boundary  in 
the  HE  1/4  of  the  KE  1/4  of  Section  4 (T12S,  R26K)  from  the  road  to 
the  pond  at  the  foot  of  the  hill. 

5.  The  Southwest  Pond  should  be  protected  from  disturbance  by: 

a.  Fencing  and  closing  the  Blil  land  west  of  the  power  line  in  the 
SW  1/4  of  Section  9 (T12S.  R26E). 
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b.  Immediately  purchasing  and  closing  the  KE  1/4  of  the  SE  1/4  of 
Section  9 (T12S,  R261.)  If  this  land  cannot  be  acquired,  then  an 
agreement  should  be  made  with  the  owner,  either  directly  or  through 
the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish,  to  stop  the  harassment 
of  wildlife  (cranes)  at  the  roost  during  the  evening. 


c.  Prohibiting  hunting,  fishing,  shooting,  and  other  human 
activities  within  one-half  mile  of  the  Southwest  Pond  from  October 
through  March  if  access  to  the  Pecos  River  is  developed  for  fishing. 


6.  The  SS  1/4  of  the  SB  1/4  of  Section  8 and  the  SW  l/4of  the  SW 
1/4  of  Section  9 arc  currently  protected  by  the  owner  and  therefore 
acquisition  of  this  land  is  presently  not  necessary.  This  land, 
however,  should  be  acquired  If  It  is  ever  offered  for  sale. 


James  B.  Montgomery,  Jr.  PhD 
Tel.  624-8141  (W).  623-2199  (0) 


2 Enclosures 
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88-1  The  BLM  acquired  only  the  surface  estate  in 
Section  17,  so  we  cannot  impose  oil  and  gas  leasing 
restrictions  on  the  mineral  estate  in  that  section. 

88-2  Improving  access  routes  and  development  of 
parking  areas  are  addressed  under  Alternative  E,  page 
2-186.  These  actions  would  be  addressed  in  site- 
specific  environmental  assessments  prepared  by  the 
BLM  prior  to  any  development.  Coordination  with 
adjacent  landowners  would  occur.  The  BLM  may  not 
develop  such  projects,  but  in  the  event  that  potential 
problems  are  alleviated,  either  by  relocation  or 
modification  of  the  sites,  the  RMP  would  allow  for  such 
developments  to  occur. 

88-3  A statement  regarding  waterfowl  hunting  in  the 
Overflow  Wetlands  ACEC  has  been  added  to  the 
RMP.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

88-4  Refer  to  response  88-2. 

88-5  We  have  considered  your  proposals  for 
restricting  human  activities  in  the  area  of  the 
Southwest  Pond  and  constructing  an  exclosure  to 
protect  the  Southwest  Pond.  We  have  modified  the 
text  to  discuss  those  proposals.  Refer  to  Table  34 
and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

The  parcels  you  propose  for  acquisition  are  already 
identified  in  Appendix  9 of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 
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Table  1.  Crane  One  of  the  Overflow  Vetlanda  WHA  for  Roostlnf:  Fall  1989 
through  Spring  1994. 

Craoe-Use-Days  for  roosting  (CUDs)  were  estlnated  by  nultlplylng  weekly 
counts  tlees  seven  days  A COD  Is  one  crane  using  an  area  for  one  day. 

"Overflow"  Beans  the  three  roost  sites  (North  Pood.  Middle  Pood,  and 
Southwest  Pood)  within  or  on  the  boundaries  of  the  BLM-owned  portion  of 
the  Overflow  Wetlands  WHA. 

"Total"  Beans  The  Overflow  Netlaods  plus  Bitter  Lake  HWR,  sites  along 
the  Pecos  River  and  other  roost  sites  not  Included  above. 


Fall  1989  through  Spring  1990. 

Overflow  : 253.008  CUDs  = 50.5*  of  the  total  roosting  In  Chaves  County 
Total  : 501.256  CUDs 

North  Pond  = 27,944  CUDs  =11* 

Middle  Pood  = 2,380  CUDs  = 1* 

SM  Pond  = 222,684  CUDs  = 88* 


Fall  1990  through  Spring  1991. 

Overflow  = 127,659  CUDs  = 14.3*  of  the  total  roosting  In  Chaves  County 
Total  = 894,922  CUDs 

North  Pond  = 27,944  CUDs  = 22* 

Middle  Pond  = 24,472  CUDs  = 19* 

SW  Pond  = 75,243  CnVs  - 59* 


Fall  1991  through  Spring  1992- 

Overflow  = 142,226  CUDs  = 19.5*  of  the  total  roosting  In  Chaves  County. 
Total  = 728,843  CUDs 

North  Pond  = 111,503  CUDs  = 78* 

Middle  Pond  = 13,370  CUDs  = 10* 

SW  Pood  = 17,353  CUDs  = 12* 


Fail  1992  through  Spring  1993. 

Overflow  = 135,233  CUDs  = 18.25*  of  the  total  roosting  in  Chaves  County. 
Total  = 740.597  CUDs 

North  Pond  = 57,162  CDDs  = 42* 

Middle  Pond  = 13,482  CUDs  = 10* 

SW  Pond  = 64,589  CDDs  = 48* 


Fall  1993  through  Spring  1994. 

Overflow  = 190,344  CUDs  = 18.9*  of  the  total  roosting  in  Caves  County. 

Total  : 1,007,685  CDDs 

North  Pond  = 47.950  CUDs  = 25* 

Middle  Pond  = 0 (OTls  = 0* 

SW  Pond  = 14  2,394  CUDs  = 75* 
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fft  H*ro«4«s  Court 
ieiwoll*  Nov  HmIoo  HMl 
T Itoroh  im 


D«vld  Stout.  RKP/CI8  Tom  Le«d«r 
Bureou  of  Uftnd  H«n«^eooAt 
Ro9woU  District  Office 
171T  West  2nd  Stroot 
loswoll.  Sew  Masico  M201-2019 

Dear  Hr.  Stout: 

Od  28  Februarr  I subaittad  coaaanta  and  racoo*aa'datiMa  conoaralag  tha 
Rosvell  Rasourca  /Iraa  Draft  KHP/I18.  Opon  raviavlng  thaaa  raccaaanda- 
tloos.  1 raalisod  that  ooa  racoaaandatloa  is  too  gaBaralisad  aod  foas 
bayoBd  the  goal  that  I had  lo  alad.  TiMrafera.  1 aa  aubalttiog  this 
Msaodaaat. 

Spaclficallf,  I vaat  to  raplaoa  paragraph  S.e.  (paga  9).  which  raads: 
*Prohlblticig.  buDtiag,  fishing*  shooting,  and  othar  hunan  aetlwltias 
within  ona-half  alia  of  tha  Southwest  Pond  froa  October  through  Harch 
is  access  to  tha  Peoos  Bivar  Is  developed  for  fishing* . with  the 
following  recoaaeodatiOB. 

*8.0.  Prohibiting  hunting  and  other  shooting  aetlvltlas  froa  October 
through  Harch  U tha  W 1/4  of  the  8M  1/4  and  tha  B t/t  of  tbs  SV 
1/4  of  Section  8.  the  N«  1/4  of  tha  NV  1/4  of  Saotioa  IS.  that 
portion  of  the  MB  1/4  of  S^tloo  17  that  lias  oa  tha  aast  slda 
of  the  Pacos  Bivar,  and  (if  acquired)  the  KB  1/4  of  tha  SB  1/4  of 
Sectioo  8 (all  in  T12S,  R26B.)* 

Hr  intention  was  to  prevent  diaturbaoces  that  would  drive  the  cranes 
froa  the  Southwest  Pond  or  slgnlf leantlr  cause  the  cranes  to  alter 
their  activltr  with  respect  to  this  roost. 

As  1 nentlooad  In  mj  original  coaaanta.  hunting  at  or  near  tha  South* 
west  Pond  disturbs  the  cranes.  Specif iesllf,  shooting  at  dawn  within 
1/2  nils  of  the  pood  or  aerelr  walking  within  l/4th  alia  of  tha  pond 
will  cause  all  of  tha  eranas  to  Inaadiatalp  fir  froa  tha  roost.  When 
these  activities  occur  during  lata  aftamooa.  the  first  oraaes  to 
arriva  (froa  before  to  about  16  alnutaa  after  auaset)  will  fir  over 
the  roost  sad  continue  on  to  the  north,  (tster  arrivsls  asr  use  the 
roost. ) Shooting  along  the  river  (either  st  targets  or  cranes)  also 
affects  the  cranes*  behavior,  causing  at  least  soaa  to  stop  using  the 
roost.  This  latter  shooting  sotivitr  occurs  aostlr  near  the  pipeline’ 
on  the  east  slda  of  tba  river. 

On  the  other  band,  ranching  aotivltiaa  on  tha  privata  land  north  of 
the  pood,  naiotenance  of  t)M  pipeline,  and  tha  usual  aetlvltlea  of  the 
residenta  living  west  of  the  river  and  the  owner  of  the  privata  land 
on  the  south  side  of  the  pood  have  not  baeo  obsarvod  to  aignlf ioantlf 
disturb  the  cranes  or  cause  the  birds  to  alter  their  use  of  the  pond. 
It  la  not  mj  iotaotion.  therefora,  to  reco—eod  rastriotlng  thaaa 
normal  aetlvltlas. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  aaend  ny  recoaaendstioos. 


Jaaaa  B.  Hootgoaery,  Jr.  PhD 
Tal.  824*8141  (V).  628-2189  (B) 
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Southeastern  New  Mexico  Grazing  Association 

f 0 Boi  »/< 

Nfw  Mtaco  M2()? 

February  24,  1995  fj,  ^ 


941339 


Hr.  David  Stout,  RKP/EXS  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanagement 
Roswell  District  Office 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  86201 


G«l 

Ifirt 

Om  MC-m 
«•**> 

S'  SwflOt-tB' 


The  following  comments  are  submitted  for  myself  and  the 
membership  of  the  Southeastern  New  Mexico  Grazing 
Association,  we  represent  over  two-thirds  of  the  affected 
individual  ranch  units  in  the  Roswell  District. 


Ke  regret  that  the  Bureau  did  not  extend  the  comment 
period  as  requested.  The  massiveness  of  the  Draft  and 
references  to  other  internal  agency  documents  certainly 
warranted  additional  time.  It  is  impossible  for  ranchers  engaged 
in  the  business  of  livestock  production  to  devote  the  necessary 
tix^e  to  evaluate  all  of  the  impacts. 


He  do  thank  you  for  the  time  you  extended  on  short  notice  to  give 
an  overview  and  respond  to  questions  before  our  Association.  The 
cooperation  between  the  Bureau  and  ranchers  in  this  district  has 
been  very  good  and  it  is  our  desire  that  it  continues. 

It  IS  impossible  to  comment  on  the  RMP/EIS  without  requesting 
clarification  to  certain  concerns.  During  the  scoping  process 
cosments  were  solicited  for  issues  to  be  addressed.  Why  was  this 
exercise  conducted  when  those  comments  were  ignored?  The  draft  as 
written  must  have  been  prepared  by  the  Washington,  D.  C.  Staff  or 
soortone  totally  unfamiliar  with  the  Roswell  District. 

The  .7MP/EIS  is  similar  to  most  in  that  it  places  more  restrictions 
on  existing  management  and  further  reductions  in  livestock  numbers. 
The  sheep  producers  in  potential  antelope  habitat  are  being  singled 
out  and  adversely  affected  by  arbitrarily  setting  50  head  per 
section  stocking  rates.  Furthermore,  the  fence  modification 
requirement  for  ranches  electing  to  not  stock  sheep  restricts  a 
peison  from  returning  to  the  raising  of  sheep  without  considerable 
investment  costs. 

The  Draft  Roswell  District  RMP/EIS  as  written  is  an  unacceptable 
document.  In  general  it  is  designed  to  further  reduce  the  ability 
of  livestock  producers  to  profit  from  their  investments  on 
intermingled  federal  land  ranches.  The  detrimental  effects  of  this 
loss  is  not  properly  addressed. 


89-1  The  comments  submitted  during  the  scoping 
process  were  formulated  into  issues,  management 
opportunities  and  planning  criteria.  These  topics  are 
discussed  on  pages  1-6  through  1-11  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS. 

89-2  The  recommended  stocking  rate  of  50  to  60 
sheep  came  from  the  Roswell  Pronghorn  Study,  Final 
Report,  1983.  The  Macho  Habitat  Management  Plan 
of  1986  established  the  decision  of  50  head  per 
section  in  any  given  pasture.  This  decision  is 
contained  in  Alternative  A of  the  Draft  RMP  and  varies 
in  the  other  alternatives.  Alternative  E still  meets  the 
recommendations  of  the  Antelope  Study,  but  allows 
sheep  producers  more  flexibility  than  under  current 
management.  Under  Alternative  E,  those  allotments 
which  currently  support  antelope  and  which  meet  the 
antelope  transplant  criteria  (see  Appendix  12)  must  not 
exceed  an  average  of  50  sheep  per  section  per 
allotment  over  the  course  of  the  grazing  year. 
Requirements  regarding  netwire  fencing  were 
described  in  the  Draft  RMP  under  Management 
Common  to  All  Alternatives  (page  2-15).  We  also 
have  revised  the  netwire  fencing  requirements,  based 
on  comments  on  the  Draft  RMP. 

89-3  Socio-economic  impacts  of  the  alternatives  were 
discussed  in  Chapter  4 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS. 
Also,  refer  to  responses  39-7  and  70-2. 
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Th«  .ocio-*cono»ic  impact,  will  affect  virtually  every  citizen  in 
Southea.tern  Hew  Mexico  by  either  reducing  aervicea,  increaainq 
taxea  or  both.  The  Management  Common  to  all  Alternative,  and  each 
of  the  5 alternative,  ahould  aeparately  and  completely  evaluate  the 
•ocio-economic  effect,  upon  the  individual  permitted  user.,  rural 
communitie.,  Southea.tern  New  Mexico  and  aurrounding  area. 

The  RMP/EIS  directly  conflict,  with  the  management  re.pon.ibilitie. 
of  the  Bureau  under  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act.  The  primary  function 
of  the  Bureau  i.  to  atabilize  the  live. took  Indu.try.  Thi. 
document  ia  in  direct  conflict.  Until  the  effort  ha.  been  made  and 
a cooperative  approach  to  management  ha.  been  developed  can  my. elf, 
or  the  indu.try  as  a whole,  accept  anything  else. 

COMMENTS  ON  THE 

ROSWEIX  RESOURCE  AREA  DRAFT  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 
PLAN/EMVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

PAGE  2-3  Management  Common  to  All Alternative.,  fir.t  paragraph 

set.  the  tone  and  de.cribe.  that  irregardlea.  of  which  Alternative 
i.  finally  selected  destabalization  of  the  live.tock  indu.try  will 
continue  or  increase. 

PAGE  2-15  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT,  second  paragraph,  last 
sente.nce  refers  to  interdisciplinary  approach  to  development  of 
AMP’s.  Section  8 of  PRIA  establishes  the  appropriate  process  for 
development,  revision  or  elimination  of  AMP's.  Thi.  should  fee 
clearly  stated  at  the  beginning  of  thi.  section  and  throughout  the 
document  when  addressing  AMP's. 

Paragraph  four  incorrectly  incorporate,  a position  that  wa» 
strongly  opposed  during  the  Antelope  Fence  Modification  proposal 
nearly-  20  years  ago.  The  agreement  negotiated  between  the 
livestock  production  industry  and  BLM  has  not  been  rescinded. 
Furthermore,  Roswell  District  Condition,  for  Approval  (Appendix  4) 
is  unclear  and  inappropriately  addressed  in  thi.  section  because  it 
is  open  ended  and  any  or  all  of  the  condition,  may  apply  to 
live.tock  management.  Precise  condition,  should  be  identified  for 
commenting  NOT  a.  generally  addressed. 

The  term  •public"  and  ‘federal"  land  are  used  intermittently 
throughout  this  document.  1 request  you  to  define  both  classes  of 
land  and  produce  documentation  of  your  ownership,  authority  and 
jurisdiction. 


89-4  The  declaration  of  policy  in  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  describes  the 
function  of  the  BLM;  stabilizing  the  livestock  industry 
is  not  described  as  a primary  function.  The 
regulations  implementing  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  and 
the  FLPMA,  as  of  April  1995,  have  as  their  objectives: 
the  orderly  use,  improvement  and  development  of  the 
public  lands;  enhancing  the  productivity  of  the  public 
lands  by  prevention  of  overgrazing  and  soil 
deterioration;  stabilizing  the  livestock  industry 
dependent  upon  the  public  range;  providing  for 
inventory  and  categorization  of  public  rangelands  on 
the  basis  of  range  conditions  and  trends.  These 
objectives  must  be  consistent  with  land  use  plans,  the 
concepts  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield, 
environmental  and  economic  values,  and  other 
objectives  stated  in  43  CFR  subpart  1725;  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  of  June  28, 1934,  as  amended  (43  U.S.C. 
315,  315a-315r);  section  102  of  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  Management  Act  of  1976  (43  U.S.C.  1701  et 
seq.)  and  the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of 
1978  (43  U.S.C.1901  et  seq.) 

89-5  Refer  to  responses  59-7,  65-3,  and  75-3. 
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The  Macho  Wildlife  Babitat  Area  (WHA)  ii  a dociueent  that  ia  in 
violation  of  the  intent  of  the  National  Bnvironnental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA).  The  WHA  tuppoaedly  ie  covered  by  the  Macho  Babitat 
Management  Plan  (WHMP)  which  ia  not  in  compliance  with  Section  8 of 
PRIA  nor  NEPA  becauie  it  was  developed  behind  cloaed  doora,  without 
public  participation  or  input  from  the  affected  landownere.  Thie 
illegal  document  ie  now  taking  precedence  over  proper  protection 
and  management  of  liveatock. 

PAGE  2-18  WILDERNESS  MANAGEMENT,  to  coneider  acquieition  of  private 
and  etate  lande  prior  to  designation  of  those  areas  is 
unacceptable.  Only  and  if  those  areas  are  placed  under  wilderness 
designation  should  this  be  considered.  This  proposal  appears  to 
attempt  to  justify  the  wilderness  designation. 

PAGE  2-20  WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT,  this  section  violates 
Section  8 of  PRIA.  Affected  landowners  within  an  allotment  or 
ranch  are  to  agree  on  a given  management  prescription  and  this 
circumvents  that  process.  Furthermore,  acquisition  of  privately 
owned  fences  certainly  appears  to  be  implementing  the  Rangeland 
Reform  '94  regulations  prior  to  them  being  finalized.  Criteria  for 
establishing  carring  capacities  for  each  species  of  wildlife 
including  but  not  limited  to  game  anidsals  should  be  addressed  in 
this  section. 

It  has  been  stated  during  several  meetings  with  Bureau  personnel 
that  Alternative  A is  the  status  quo  alternative,  however;  I would 
request  a written  erplanation  because  as  I interpret  this 
Alternative  it  further  requires  more  restrictions  on  livestock 
grazing,  reductions  in  number  and  seasons  of  use.  Nothing  in 
either  of  the  5 Alternatives  provides  for  increasing  livestock 
grazing  through  more  efficient  management  or  installation  of  range 
improvements . 

Also,  statements  have  been  made  that  this  is  not  a decision 
document  but  throughout  this  draft  ia  reference  to  decisions 
reached  in  the  East  Roswell  EIS,  West  Roswell  MEPA  or  AMP's  plus 
conformance  with  the  Record  of  Decision  for  Vegetation  Treatment  on 
BLM  lands  in  the  Thirteen  Western  States  (1991).  There  should  have 
been  available  a chronological  order  of  decisions  previously  made 
and  a brief  explanation  to  assist  the  public  and  especially  the 
affected  public  landowners  to  understand  the  requirements  which 
were  previously  determined  for  management, 

1 request  a copy  be  made  available  prior  to  the  issuing  of  a final 


89-6  Refer  in  the  Glossary  to  the  definition  of 
Allotment  Management  Plans,  which  discusses  your 
point.  The  requirement  for  consultation,  cooperation 
and  coordination  also  is  part  of  the  grazing  regulations. 

89-7  The  agreement  between  the  BLM  and  the 
livestock  production  industry  was  to  conduct  the  1983 
Roswell  Pronghorn  Study,  to  use  the  results  of  the 
study  to  manage  pronghorn  habitat,  and  to  conduct 
pronghorn  transplants  in  suitable  pastures.  We  have 
modified  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  four  by  stating 
that  no  new  internal  pasture  netwire  fences  would  be 
allowed  across  public  lands.  Otherwise,  fences 
constructed  across  public  lands  still  must  meet  BLM 
fencing  requirements  (43  CFR  4120.3-1  (a)(c)).  The 
bullets  pertaining  to  fencing  were  included  in  the  text 
to  disclose  the  actions  the  BLM  may  take.  The  BLM 
currently  has  the  authority  to  exercise  these  actions 
without  the  RMP.  The  application  of  the  Roswell 
District  Conditions  of  Approval  would  be  applied  to  the 
construction  of  range  improvement  projects,  as  stated 
in  the  Draft  RMP,  not  across  the  board  to  all  aspects 
of  livestock  grazing.  The  sections  of  the  Conditions  of 
Approval  pertinent  to  range  projects  are  few  in 
number. 

89-8  The  terms  "public"  and  "federal"  have  been  used 
interchangeably  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS.  The 
term  "public  land"  Is  defined  in  the  Glossary  of  the 
Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  and  in  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA).  The  FLPMA 
and  other  laws  address  questions  of  ownership, 
authority  and  jurisdiction,  which  are  not  within  the 
scope  of  the  RMP/RMP/VEIS. 

89-9  The  Roswell  Pronghorn  Study  was  initiated  in 
1979  due  to  rancher  opposition  to  modifying  netwire 
fences  and  pronghorn  reintroductions.  The  study 
involved  the  livestock  production  industry  from  the 
beginning.  The  4-year  study  was  completed  in  1983. 
In  1984,  the  Roswell  Management  Framework 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  completed. 
Pronghorn  habitat  management  was  described  in  the 
plan.  The  revised  1986  Macho  Wildlife  Habitat 
Management  Plan  was  prepared  using  the  results  of 
the  1983  Roswell  Pronghorn  Study  and  under  the 
guidance  of  the  Roswell  MFP/VEIS.  The  revised  plan 
was  prepared  in  accordance  with  BLM  Manual  6780 
Habitat  Management  Plans.  The  preparation  of  these 
plans  involved  public  participation;  there  has  been 
extensive  public  participation  in  the  management  of 
pronghorn  habitat  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area. 

89-10  Because  of  the  20-year  life  of  the  RMP,  it  is 
imperative  that  we  plan  ahead  for  possible  changes  in 
management,  to  avoid  having  to  amend  or  revise  the 
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plan  every  time  something  new  occurs.  The  potential 
for  acquisition  of  lands  in  the  wilderness  study  areas 
is  such  an  example.  Whether  the  areas  are 
designated  as  wilderness,  are  proposed  for  National 
Conservation  Area  status  (p.  2-177  in  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS,  for  example),  or  are  simply  managed  as 
unique  landforms,  we  believe  it  is  prudent  to  disclose 
the  possibility  of  land  acquisitions  in  those  areas. 
Recommendations  on  wilderness  designation  already 
have  been  submitted;  there  is  no  need  to  justify 
wilderness  designation  in  the  RMP. 

89-11  There  are  many  laws  the  BLM  is  mandated  to 
follow,  including  but  not  limited  to  PRIA.  The  primary 
law  that  allows  the  BLM  to  manage  wildlife  habitat  on 
public  land  is  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976.  Section  8 of  PRIA  deals 
with  consultation  and  coordination  during  the 
development  of  allotment  management  plans.  Wildlife 
habitat  management,  as  described  on  page  2-20,  is 
management  common  to  all  alternatives,  and  would  be 
considered  when  developing  or  revising  activity  plans. 

The  bullet  "Acquiring  privately  owned  fences  built 
across  public  lands"  has  been  deleted,  although 
current  regulations  do  allow  for  this  action,  when 
necessary.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

Carrying  capacity  is  an  ecological  concept  that  refers 
to  the  ability  of  a particular  habitat  to  support  a certain 
number  of  animals.  This  depends  on  many  variables, 
including  uncontrollable  environmental  factors,  and  the 
complexity  of  interrelated  systems  affecting 
populations.  Criteria  for  establishing  a carrying 
capacity  for  each  species  of  wildlife,  including  but  not 
limited  to  game  animals,  is  not  feasible  at  this  level  of 
land  use  planning,  although  goal  statements  for 
improving  habitat,  which  in  effect  enhances  carrying 
capacity  and  population  trends,  would  be  appropriate. 
These  goal  are  described  under  Alternative  E,  Wildlife 
Habitat  Management.  Some  factors  affecting  carrying 
capacity  can  be  given,  but  would  only  serve  to 
illustrate  the  concept.  This  type  of  information  can  be 
found  in  various  wildlife  biology  and  ecology  text 
books. 

89-12  Alternative  A does  not  propose  any  new 
restrictions  on  livestock  grazing  or  new  reductions  in 
numbers  or  season  of  use.  The  livestock  grazing 
proposals  in  Alternative  A come  from  existing  land  use 
plans  and  grazing  environmental  impact  statements. 
The  East  Roswell  Grazing  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  the  Roswell  Resource  Area 
Management  Framework  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  which  are  the  basis  for  livestock  grazing 
management  proposed  in  Alternative  A,  both  allow  for 
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Idocusent.  Furtherawr**  I r«qu«*t  th4  decision  of  stocking  only  50 
head  of  sheep  per  section  in  the  Hecho  WHA  be  deleted  io  all 
alternatives  because  it  is  based  on  unsupported  data  or  data  that 
has  not  been  subjected  to  peer  review  and  affected  public 
landowners  for  consideration. 


ALTERNATIVE  E ( PREFERRED) 
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PAGE  2-16S  LIVESTOCK  f.ltAZIWG  MANAGEMENT,  th.  lait  paragraph  in  tha 
laft  hand  coluam  ahould  ba  dalated  bacauae  it  ia  baaed  on 
inaufficient  data  and  inconaiatent  with  tha  Section  8 of  PRIA 
process . 

PAGE  2“  165  a the  last  paragraph  under  the  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  section  should  be  deleted.  Why  should  QNUt  livestock 
numbers  be  adjusted  to  reduce  conflicts  with  development  and 
recreation  when  those  uses  are  not  subjected  to  the  sa» 
adjustments  from  livestock.  If  this  is  not  changed  then  it  is 
quite  obvious  that  we  are  not  playing  on  a level  field. 
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PAGE  2-U4  VEGETATION  MANAGEKEHTa  the  standard  practices  that  would 
be  employed  to  meet  tRanagement  objectives  in  each  comoiunity  are. 

The  first  paragraph  addressing  utilization  levels  should  be 
rewritten.  45%  utilization  during  the  growing  season  is  an 
acceptable  level  although  50%  would  be  desirable  but  45% 
utilization  of  annual  plant  productions  results  in  stocking  rates 
being  unfairly  adjusted  lower.  There  is  a distinct  difference 
between  use  during  growing  season  and  use  of  total  annual 
production.  Plant  health  is  very  important  and  management  should 
be  designed  to  concern  use  during  the  growing  season  not  year  long. 

Seasons  of  use  should  be  eliminated  from  this  section  because  the 
season  of  use  was  established  for  all  areas  during  the  adjudicstion 
period  after  the  Taylor  Grating  Act  was  adopted.  Land  patterns 
which  we  have  in  the  Roswell  District  prohibits  part  time  use  for 
the  majority  of  cases.  Requirements  to  not  use  federal  lands 
directly  affects  private  and  state  trust  lands.  This  will  result 
in  trespass  situations  whereby  permits  can  be  subject  to  suspension 
or  cancellation. 

PAGE  2-177  AND  2-17B  WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  SgIL  MANAGEMENT,  due  to 
the  underlying  philosophy  of  exerting  more  control  over  oil/gas 
exploration  and  development  and  livestock  grazing  it  is  difficult 
to  decipher  what  applies  to  either  or  both.  Clarification  is 

imperative.  Activities  that  reduce  vegetative  cover_^ (P*g«  2-177 

last  paragraph)  and  no  occupancy  or  use  allowed  on  slopes  of  more 
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than  20%  can  be  interpreted  to  include  livestock  grazing.  If  this 
is  the  case  then  this  opens  an  entirely  new  concept  of  management 
that  is  not  adequately  addressed  under  the  livestock  management 
section . 
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PAGE  2-178  AND  2-179  SURFACE  WATER  MANAGEMENT  (QUANTITY),  this 
section  is  extremely  vague  as  to  the  intent.  A majority  of  land 
ownership  along  the  Arroyo  del  Macho  and  Gallo  draws  are  private 
and  state  trust  lands.  It  would  be  unfeasible  for  the  Bureau  to 
believe  they  could  significantly  alter  the  quantity  of  water  in 
these  draws.  Again,  the  season  of  use  proposed  is  not  acceptable 
or  applicable. 

Water  source  developments  identified  are  goinq  to  require 
considerable  expense  and  change  in  management  prescriptions.  Is 
the  BLM  prepared  to  construct,  maintain  and  manage  these  proposals? 
Is  the  BLM  going  to  fully  fund  or  cost  share  these  projects?  Is 
the  Bureau  considering  conditioning  of  the  permits  to  fores 
compliance  with  this  goal?  I feel  the  Bureau  should  reconsider 
this  proposal. 

PACE  2-179  AND  2-190  WATER  RIGHTS  MANAGEMENT,  the  Impacts  of  this 
goal  are  ill  defined.  Please  identify  which  streams,  springs, 
rivers  or  other  sources  or  where  there  exists  a federal  reserved 
water  right?  Please  identify  the  surface  area  these  water  rights 
extend  across  or  upon? 

1.  Please  identify  all  water  sources  the  Bureau  intends  to 
acquire  and/or  perfect  water  rights  on? 

2.  Specifically  describe  the  process  under  which  the  Bureau 
intends  to  acquire  and  have  adjudicated  water  rights. 

3.  Please  identify  and  list  all  other  entities  other  than  the 
BLM  that  could  affect  water  rights  and  uses  on  public  or  federal 
lands . 

4.  Describe  the  actions  that  would  impair  the  quality  of  public 
land  resources  and  appropriate  procedures  for  protest  under  the 
State  Engineers  Office  ( S.  E.  0). 

5.  Explain  in  detail  all  types  of  MOU's  water  marketing 
opportunities  and  other  coordinated  efforts  under  existing  law  that 
the  Bureau  desires  to  use  to  acquire  and  perfect  water  rights. 


changes  in  livestock  grazing  through  more  efficient 
management  or  installation  of  range  improvements. 

89-13  Appendix  19  has  been  developed  and  added  to 
the  Proposed  Roswell  RMP  to  document  the  status  of 
livestock  grazing-related  decisions  from  previous  land 
use  plans. 

89-14  The  fifty  sheep  per  section  figure  comes  from 
the  Roswell  Pronghorn  Study.  Again,  this  study  and 
the  results  of  the  study  were  scrutinized  by  the  public 
during  the  study,  and  during  the  development  of  the 
Roswell  MFPA/EIS.  Refer  also  to  response  89-2. 

89-15  Refer  to  response  89-2  and  89-14. 

89-16  Careful  reading  of  the  RMP  will  show  that 
livestock  grazing  is  not  being  singled  out  to  reduce 
conflicts  with  recreation  use  and  development  at 
certain  sites.  Restrictions  on  mineral  exploration  and 
development,  rights-of-way  location,  off-highway 
vehicle  use,  and  the  conduct  of  recreation  activities 
(Appendix  7)  also  are  proposed  for  use  in  reducing 
conflicts.  And,  the  number  and  acreage  of  recreation 
sites  where  conflicts  could  occur  is  very  small. 

89-17  Refer  to  response  104-8. 

89-18  The  term  "season  of  use"  does  not  just  apply 
to  "part  time  use".  Season  of  use  may  involve  a rest 
period  for  an  individual  pasture  of  the  rest  period 
following  a vegetation  treatment.  A rest  period  may 
accommodate  a vegetative  growth  characteristic,  such 
as  in  those  allotments  containing  shinnery  oak  where 
allottees  annually  remove  livestock  to  another  pasture 
until  the  shinnery  has  concluded  the  green-up  cycle, 
because  the  consumption  of  the  shinnery  can  cause 
poisoning  of  livestock  or  spontaneous  abortions.  The 
period  or  season  of  use  also  is  discussed  in  the 
grazing  regulations.  The  authorized  officer  is  required 
to  specify  the  kind  and  number  of  livestock,  the 
period(s)  of  use,  the  allotment(s)  to  be  used,  and  the 
amount  of  use,  in  animal  unit  months,  for  every 
grazing  permit  or  lease.  Original  adjudications  for 
season  of  use  under  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  are  may 
be  changed  and  can  be  modified  if  warranted. 

89-19  A distinction  must  be  made  between  the  slope 
restriction  and  "activities  that  reduce  vegetative  cover " 
No  occupancy  or  use  on  slopes  over  20  percent  does 
not  apply  to  livestock  grazing.  It  is  a requirement 
attached  to  authorizations  for  mineral  exploration  and 
development,  and  other  surface  disturbing  activities. 
We  have  modified  the  language  in  Appendix  3 to 
discuss  mechanical  surface  disturbance.  Refer  to 
Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 
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This  entire  section  should  be  withdrawn.  Tha  Bureau  needs  to  be 
specific  as  to  their  Intent  so  the  affected  public  and  livestock 
producers  can  understand  the  complete  impacts  of  such  actions. 
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PAGFS  2-183  AMD  2-194  FIRE  ^ACEMENT.  the  goal  to  •limit  damage  to 
natural  resources  and  to  life  and  property  caused  by  wildfire*  is 
in  conflict  with  previously  stated  goals  to  only  allow  45%  use  of 
annual  forage  production.  Damage  could  be  more  completely 
controlled  by  a higher  utilization  percentage  and  by  using  a 
combination  of  cattle,  sheep  and  goats  to  achieve  such  controls. 
This  should  be  included  under  this  section.  Control  burning  should 
only  be  used  when  range  conditions  warrant  a burn. 

In  conclusion  this  draft  RMP/EIS  does  not  adequately  represent  the 
issues  presented  during  the  scoping  process.  It  basically  ignores 
most  of  these  issues.  It  is  apparent  that  tha  Bureau  does  not  care 
what  the  public  desires  and  intends  to  move  progressively  forward 
to  reduce,  to  the  point  of  exclusion,  the  consumptive  uses  of  tha 
federal  lands.  Only  through  an  open  dialogue  can  tha  affected 
public  landowners  and  users  prepare  to  manage  the  renewable 
resources  for  the  benefit  of  all  public  into  the  next  century. 

I request  that  this  draft  be  withdrawn  and  a new  one  prepared  that 
will  address  the  concerns  of  the  people.  Furthermore  the  draft 
should  be  coordinated  with  local  governments  to  consider  their 
impacts . 


Grazing  Association 


Applying  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  to 
livestock  grazing  does  not  open  "an  entirely  new 
concept  of  management,"  though  the  terminology  may 
be  unfamiliar  to  some.  Grazing  BMPs  include,  among 
other  practices,  controlling  stocking  rates;  establishing 
standards  for  allowable  forage  utilization;  and 
controlling  livestock  distribution  with  fences,  mineral 
and  feed  supplements,  and  water  developments.  The 
focus  of  BMPs  is  the  long-term  watershed  condition. 
Forage  utilization  results  in  short-term  reductions  of 
vegetative  cover,  but  when  utilization  is  controlled  and 
monitoring  indicates  that  the  range  condition  trend  is 
upward,  livestock  management  is  effective. 

89-20  The  goals  in  this  section  are  aimed  at 
improving  overall  watershed  function.  It  is  convenient 
to  discuss  topics  such  as  water  availability,  water 
quality,  and  soil  protection  as  separate  issues,  but 
they  are  closely  interrelated.  The  goals  listed  are  not 
achievable  in  all  locations,  nor  would  the  specific 
management  actions  described  be  appropriate  in  all 
locations.  Specific  examples  of  the  types  of  possible 
management  actions  are  provided  for  the  benefit  of  the 
reader. 

89-21  The  water  sources  to  be  developed  would  be 
prioritized  because  the  BLM's  budget  and  personnel 
are  limited.  Funding  sources  would  depend  on  the 
specific  development  projects.  Management  proposed 
under  this  goal  does  not  deviate  from  current 
practices.  Nothing  in  current  or  proposed  regulations 
would  require  a permittee  to  fund  water  source 
developments  as  a condition  of  their  permit. 

89-22  The  section  on  water  rights  is  for  disclosure 
purposes  only  and  is  consistent  with  the  BLM's  current 
water  rights  policy.  The  need  for  a comprehensive 
water  resources  and  water  rights  inventory  is  noted  on 
Page  3-61  of  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS. 

(1)  The  Delaware  River  in  southeast  New  Mexico  is 
the  only  place  in  the  Roswell  District  that  the  BLM  is 
in  the  process  of  acquiring  water  rights.  Future 
acquisitions  would  be  considered  when  they  would 
help  the  BLM  meet  its  resource  management 
responsibilities.  The  BLM  will  work  to  perfect  any 
State  appropriative  water  rights  owned  by  the  United 
States  and  administered  by  the  BLM  by  following  State 
water  law  procedures. 

(2)  The  BLM  will  follow  State  water  law  procedures  for 
all  actions  involving  State  appropriative  water  rights. 

(3)  Any  individual,  agency,  corporation,  or  other  entity 
that  uses  or  can  affect  the  quality  of  water  resources 
in  the  vicinity  of  BLM  lands  could  potentially  affect 
water  rights  and  uses  on  those  lands.  One  example: 
another  water  right  owner  on  the  Rio  Bonito  proposes 
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to  mov6  his  point  of  diversion  from  a location  below 
the  BLM's  diversion  to  a location  above  the  BLM's 
diversion. 

(4)  It  would  be  impossible  to  describe  all  possible 
actions  that  could  impair  the  quality  of  public  land 
resources.  The  New  Mexico  State  Engineer  Office 
should  be  consulted  for  protest  procedures. 

(5)  It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  RMP/EIS  to  discuss 
all  possible  opportunities  for  managing  water  rights. 
The  cited  passage  proposes  nontraditional  water  rights 
management  to  effectively  manage  public  resources. 


89-23  With  regard  to  utilization  levels,  refer  to 
response  104-8.  With  regard  to  prescribed  fire,  refer 
to  the  definition  of  "Prescription"  on  page  GL-8  of  the 
Glossary. 


MANAGEMENT  PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT  ind  THE  CARLSBAD  RESOURCE  AREA 
DRAFT  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
AMENDMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


iji  .New  Mcxko  Oil  li  Gas  Assortatloa  ud 
l*4rp(edro(  f«irol«un  AssociaUoe  of  Nr*  M«xico 


Tkc  Joizkt  RM?  SubcooDoittce  of  ibe  Ne>*  Mexico  Oil  A G&s  Aisocutioo  xod 
lodepeodeoi  Petrolcua  Aisocutioo  of  New  Mexico  submits  ibc  foilowing  subsiuiive  coowdcois  Jo  ibe  Buieau 
of  LaikJ  MAoa^emcQt,  RoswtD  Dislrid  cooceroiag  (be  RoxweO  Resource  Arco  Draft  Resource 

Maoagcoeoi  FUQ/Eovvoomeotal  Impact  Suieoem  and  tbe  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource 
Maoagemeot  Plia  Ameodmeoi/Eaviroamcmal  Impact  Staiemeot  (ibe  *RMP*).  Pursuant  to  an  afrecmcot 
berwecD  tbe  Oistrsa  Manager.  Ms.  Usik  Cooc.  and  the  Co-ebair  of  ibe  NMOGA-IPANM  RMP  Subcommittee. 
Mr.  Gref  Mbert,  oo  February  21.  1995,  BLM  agreed  to  allow  suppicmenia)  comments  to  be  fDed  on  or  before 
March  L5. 1995.  New  Mexico  OU&  Gas  AssodatKio  and  the  lodepcodeol  Pclroleum  Associalioo  of  New  Mexico 
lAiend  to  supplement  these  substantive  commeois  b)  submitting  the  Resource  Users  Coaluion  Alternative  F oo 
or  before  March  LS,  1995,  which  is  iiscorporaled  by  reference. 


90-1  This  comment  is  substantially  the  same  as  the 
changes  proposed  in  the  Resource  Users  Coalition 
Alternative  F,  and  duplicates  seven  other  letters 
submitted  by  the  oil  and  gas  Industry  (refer  to  Table 
33).  A side-by-side  comparison  of  parts  of  Alternative 
F with  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA,  Alternative  E,  is  printed 
in  this  volume  following  the  responses  to  comments. 
Refer  to  the  response  to  letter  #1 59.  Because  of  the 
size  of  this  comment  letter  and  its  duplicative  nature, 
the  text  is  not  printed  in  this  document.  Most  of  the 
points  raised  in  this  comment  have  been  addressed  in 
the  responses  to  letters  #112,  #128,  and  #149.  This 
comment  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Roswell 
District  Office. 
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941348 

Douglas  L.  Lunsford 

^ Offkc  Boa  106 
BocartO.  New  Mexico  $f202 


Ftbruv7  24.  1995 


UalUd  Suies  DepartmeM  af  tb<  Wrier 
Borcfti  9i  Laxh)  MiiufCfDcal 
lUvwtfl  DWid 
1717  Weal  Secood  Straal 
Roewdl,  NM  U2C1M19 

ABeoboo:  Mr.  David  Stout,  RMP/E2S  Tcaa  Leader 


Mm:  Or^/t  Mttourxt  UanagfimiU  flaa/AmttJmMMi 


Dear  Mr.  Stout 

I deaifa  lo  fubmit  detailed  coouneno  to  the  Boswel]  Resource  Area  Draft  Rcaouroe 
Manafcmcxu  FUA/Eeviroomcfuil  linpaa  Staiemenl  and  the  Ciriibad  Resource  Area  Draft 
Resource  MaruiemefU  Plao  AmeraSment/Envirosmental  Impact  Statemeni  (coOeedvdy  the 
*RMF*).  However,  at  of  this  date.  I have  aoi  had  an  opponunity  to  review  the  subnancive 
oommoKs  prepared  by  industry  orianixalioos  which  1 will  use  as  the  basis  of  ny  comments. 
As  a result.  1 will  be  supplemendnf  these  comments  with  revised  substantive  comments  on  or 
before  March  IS.  1995,  pursuant  to  an  i|reemeiH  allowin|  supplemental  commenu  between  the 
District  Manager  and  the  Co<hair  of  the  HMOGA  and  1?AHM  RMP  Subcommittee  on  February 
21,  1995.  1 do  support  the  ooenmeots  of  the  New  Meixx)  OS  k Gas  Association  and  the 
Independent  Petroleum  Associaboo  of  New  Mexico,  tpeciftcany  includin|  the  Resource  Users 
Coalitioo  Alterrabvc  F,  which  is  inoorpooted  by  reference. 

I am  extremely  disappoiniod  that  the  ooaasenls  made  by  r^resenubvr^  of  the  oil  and 
gas  industry  in  the  p^minary  stage  of  the  RMF  process  have  been  largely  ignored  ia  your 
preparaboo  of  this  Draft  RMP.  1 was  acbvcly  iavolv^  on  behalf  of  the  New  Meaico  OQ  k Gas 
AssociatkM  in  negotiating  the  ftnaJ  draft  of  the  Carlsbad  RMPfEIS  several  yean  ago.  t was  also 
acbve  on  behalf  of  NMOGA  at  the  beginniog  of  the  drafting  process  which  led  to  the  current 
draft  RMP.  1 had  several  conversaboos  with  Pat  Kelly  and  other  memben  of  the  BLM  team 
then  in  charge  of  the  RMP.  In  sccordance  with  long  standing  policy.  1 felt  the  trade  tssociabons 
would  be  actively  involved  in  the  scoping  and  drafting  process.  There  were  also  some  verbal 
assurances  lo  (his  effect  in  the  early  stages  of  wort  on  this  project  Whik  the  RMP  sates  that 


91-1  This  comment  is  substantially  the  same  as  Letter 
#70;  refer  to  the  response  to  that  comment. 


V«lUd  Suta  Dtp^natal  «f  tb«  !a<*rlsr 
Bvnu  ft  Im4  MuutoMfll 
Rofvtl  DUrld 
Ftbruiry  }4,  I99S 

Pi|c  2 


k b »**“*<  a fart  «px>  public  iapul  ud  iavuIvciBcai  4un*|  kc  wofuf  period  lad  bus  dw 
iaw  AicipUiw;  man  kil  wan  fcnned.  Indakai  KfacKaadva  6m  kt  oil  and  gai 
laduiny,  OUT  oodunoMi  dM  aol  aulv  k kao  ke  kXP  and  on  pankipaboa  »ai  JTacdvalp 
deniad.  Tkc  oil  u<d  pa  loduatry  kia  otf  bad  aajr  cflecahit »«« ia  pRfamioa  od  kc  oinaaa 

drift.  Iinconcxneddnikcp^winbdicvaHJd'aaucnnikaakiakioonaauuadnft 

after  input  hca  aO  ioiereaad  pirtiet.  Your  conduct  ia  ke  kiWat  prooat  lo  dale  leada  aae  to 
believe  dial  BUd'a  aaiad  b mnk  ap  and  (Cfaidlen  af  At  aaoat  of  aubnaadve  eoauneoo  kal 
are  made,  aich  coniseaa  win  ao(  be  aeriouily  coaiidered  and  will  aoa  be  bcotpomad  i^io  die 
ftnaJ  KMP. 


As  die  fedenl  ajency  charted  with  die  ainhority  lo  aiaaa|<  ke  oil  and  pi  >wt«  on 
public  doniaia  and  acquired  bndi.  ke  BLM  diould  leoatoiac  ke  nemendooi  posdve  i®pa« 
dial  d»  induioy  baa  oo  kc  weD-beiiit  of  Chavea,  Eddy  and  La  Coaaica;  ke  coauniuuda  ia 
Soulheasieni  New  Merioo  rod  Weal  Teaaa;  ke  Stale  of  New  Meaico;  and  ke  United  Stiia 

Ticaamy.  The  EM?  doa  a poor  >ob  of  addieiiini  ke  locioaoooonac  hcaon  dal  are  a/faaed 

by  da  RMP.  Mon  of  ke  atiiistica  pieieiiied  do  ooi  provide  kc  beta  or  avidcoct  needed  ID 
draw  lay  aiulyria  oa  ke  impact  of  da  virioui  aJiematiya  preanad  b da  RMP.  Tbia  b 
paniculariy  trae  wik  leapeel  ao  da  impaa  of  da  atricuhura  rnduary  and  ke  oil 
ifiduaoy  00  SouAaatn  New  Meaico.  k addiboa.  ke  aocnomac  IStwei  ara  skewed  by 
ineoeporatiiii  Curry,  DeBaca,  Quay,  Guadalupe,  and  Rooievek  Couaba  ban  ke  laalytu  when 
diow  counbea  do  not  oiniaio  binificanl  public  lands.  The  lamb  b doa  couoba  were  allia 
homeateided  undo  da  poor  Homeaead  lawi  oe  were  included  wiibiinpaiiub  land  iranu  and 
da  United  Siam  doe*  not  own  ngniftcant  public  domain  in  dioa  ooMbea.  The  RMP  diicuue* 

only  very  bneny  oU  and  t*»  t«ouree»  within  da  Diarict.  It  oro  da  ofl  and  pi  ioduUry  and 

its  eaplorabon  and  deveiopnaot  operations  in  a nepbw  btkl.  We  befieve  da 
Maftaicrrani  Plan  for  Southeaaera  New  Meaico  ibould  esablik  ke  trarim  indui^  ^ da 
oil  and  lai  induitry  as  npificant  contribuion  ao  the  economy  boA  kaaBy  and  retionaDy  and 
dm  both  industrie*  have  poiitively  cootribuiod  to  the  healk,  vitality  and  wefflaim  of  da  local 
commuaiba.  da  naa.  da  retioo  fincludint  Wen  Teiai).  and  ke  obon.  Ai  an  eiample.  we 
call  your  aitenboo  lo  paje  S-*«  where  da  RMP  nau*  ‘oil  and  pa  devetopokoi  eooonua  » 
brint  amporary  prosperity  id  the  area.*  BUd  would  like  ke  iodusoy  lo  be  ampor^  and 

RMP  BLM  i bia*  loward  prtaervatioo.  preiervalioo  and  tnoeeprearvabon.  TV  RMP  alio  urea 
word*  like  •diipUceffleni  of  da  Meacilero  Apache'  and  -ainki-Anaricaii  imruiioo'  which  jk^t 
the  diaimion.  and  provide  primary  imporunct  a prior  culiiirel  remunx. 

buiMirnofcurreniailiiiral  reiourct*  and  providini  job.  and  oppornmioa  fcr  koa  of  u*  who 

rcsitic  ill  Southcxncm  New  Mexico. 
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UoIUd  SUUi  Deptrtmeol  of  Ik*  laUrtor 
Burtao  of  lAod  Monitcoxal 
Kocvel  Dfatrlct 
February  M,  I99i 

Pat*  3 


BLM  KMMbow  nalces  the  tuumptwa  that  die  oil  and  (it  ladu^  U |o(ii|  to  ooadaue 
to  provide  the  beoeflti  to  Ae  Halt,  couatiea,  dtiea,  aod  employee*  AoHl  hot  la  At  p*« 
rc(artfleti  of  die  increasini  it(ulatioa  and  ovcrdtbi  impoted  by  federal  and  Kale  *|Wfii*, 
tocludint  BLM.  We  wtM  BLM  to  eodentaod  dm  Ha  leal  (or  tc(aUtio(  and  liapotini 
tertrictioiu  on  the  bidutlry  wiO  kave  a nepdve  laiptci  on  the  abflky  of  ad  and  gai  oonyaakt 
to  coodsue  to  explore  and  drill  fcr  and  develop  ofl  tad  p*  rcaouroca  oa  (edetal  tooda  la 
Soudieastora  New  Mexico,  wUck  win  ftirtbcr  tffed  laduaby**  dealie  to  oondnii*  opetadooa  oa 
fce  and  dale  landa  la  New  Mexico.  BIM**  prcpbecy  Aal  cd  aod  pa  la  *1empcra(y*  toiy  bo 
ielf-AiUUliji|  u a resub  cf  ka  owa  loteMioaal  acdoa*. 

At  an  example  cf  bow  die  BMP  deviaaet  ftoa  Ae  pubDc  cpinloo  oa  baue*  of  oae  of  load 
to  Soudicattera  New  Mexico,  BLM  atauaet  dm  od  md  pa  cpcnlioa  and  odwr  otet  of  Ac 
public  land  have  a nepdve  taapact  oa  *viaott  reaouRM.'  Ibe  dedlpodoa  of  viiua]  reacynat 
ia  purely  aubjeedve  aod  Ae  BMP  appeaii  to  aae  a criteria  Aal  toy  oanmaiV  ot^  hat  a 
nepdve  impact  oa  Ac  vlaual  letouroe  aod  aoeoic  patity.  Appareody,  A*  BLM’t  teoakivity 
on  Ait  pote  It  muck  pealer  Aaa  A*  overap  cfd»a  to  huAeatoera  New  Mexico,  flnocte 
many  p^  la  SouAeatItn  New  Mexteo  are  depeodem  epoa  Ae  Sveatock  loAtaby  tad  At  od 
and  pa  Induatry  (or  Aclr  economic  «eObeia(.  do  aol  have  a aepdve  lenclioa  when  Aey 
lec  barbwire  fcocca,  ttock  tanka,  windmUlt,  od  and  pa  rip  lank  baocriet,  pimp  jado,  Alt 
roada,  and  oAer  alterttioot  to  Ae  vialat  to  SouAeaim*  New  Mexico  Aal  are  a reaall  of  tuck 
aedvidea.  to  Act,  tuck  ob>)ecta  provide  a icfteduat  relief  (iof  a*  oAerwtae  auatore  vitual 
cnviroruncaL  The  peraoos  bavio|  Ae  primary  aepdre  leactioa  to  od  aod  pa  aod  apimiitaral 
c<)uipmenl  and  implemcnta  are  Aoie  appoinleea  who  nunap  At  (ederal  tonda  to  New  Mexico 
red  take  b upon  Aemadve*  to  draft  Ae  BMP  u repreaeatadvet  of  ad  ddrena  of  New  hlexioo. 

Tremeodout  corporate  rctourcea  bave  beta  expended  to  oomptUn|  toduatry  cottunentt. 
Unlike  fovemmeot  wo^  when  reaourcta  are  expended  to  aooproduedve  artet  (treat  Aal  do 
not  attiat  ia  Ae  produedoo  of  od  tod  p^,  Ae  booom  Bne  1a  aflcctcd.  The  domeadc  od  and 
pa  induatry  hat  tuflered  Ae  (realetl  pcrcentap  lota  of  oaployet*  over  Ae  laal  decade 
aadonwide.  The  domeadc  opertdont  compete  wiA  (oreip  operadona  fcr  a piece  of  a fioile 
budpt  At  operadona  to  Ae  United  Slalea  require  trealer  oorponle  reaourcta  for  auppott  (nek 
u regulatory  afTaln  perionnel).  Acre  it  leaa  loctodvc  to  cootioue  active  operadona  dotnexdcaSy. 
Since  demand  for  bydrocarbont  la  not  deertaaint,  (be  preaaure  rvUI  be  to  import  aaorc  od  and 
pa  from  foreip  natreea.  A peraoo  worldng  to  private  toduatry  certainly  doet  not  tbare  Ae 
opinion  obviously  maintained  by  BLM  mana(emeat  Aal  the  cilitmce  or  nooexittenoc  of  od  and 
pa  and  hveatock  induatriea  do  tot  affect  Aem  ainoe  II  doet  not  (ftrectly  affecl  Aeir  owa 
pychecks. 


United  States  DepartmeiC  of  the  Irrterior 
Bureau  of  Land  Managaneol 
BotwcU  Dlstricl 
February  24,  1993 
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BLM  cannot  limply  gloss  over  these  manen  in  preparing  a document  that  drimadcaliy 
tffecti  the  lives  and  livelihood  of  the  residenti  of  Southcasteni  New  Mexico  and  Weal  Texaa; 
that  tffects  the  well-being  of  all  the  cidient  of  New  Mexico;  and  that  has  the  affect  of  further 
compounding  the  plight  of  the  domestic  oil  and  gas  industry  affecting  the  nation  u a whole. 
BLM  must  without  hesilxbcn  place  into  effect  a nwixgemeni  plan  tignificamly  encounging  oil 
and  gas  explorabon,  drilling  and  development  on  federal  lands  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico. 
There  is  loo  much  at  slake  to  lightly  consider  the  impact  of  the  BMP  on  od  and  gas  operxiioru. 

Ax  t result  of  my  frustradon  over  your  pteni  mishandling  of  the  BMP,  I have 
participted  in  the  effort  by  NMOGA  and  tPANM  to  develop  i separate  aliemadve  to  the 
altemadvea  presented  in  the  BMP.  BLM  must  give  serious  consideration  to  Ais  aliemadve. 
We  recognise  this  may  not  be  warmly  welcomed  by  BLM  u it  calls  for  less  ovenighi  aod 
reguladon  and  fewer  employees  to  manage  the  pblic  lands  to  Soulhexstem  New  Mexico. 
Nonetheless  your  serious  consideradoo  is  not  only  demanded,  it  is  required  by  NEPA  and  your 
implementing  reguladons. 

BLM  mua  not  assume  that  oil  and  gas  opetadons  have  a negadve  impact  on  another 
"resource.*  Impacts  mua  be  based  oo  evidence  and  sciendfic  proof,  not  speculation  and 
conjecture.  You  use  FLPMA  to  justify  your  drastic  actions.  However,  BLM's  focus  should  be 
on  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  of  the  resources,  which  is  whal  is  ready  required  by 
FLPMA.  Livestock  grating,  oil  and  gas  oprations,  and  other  beneficial  uses  art  comptible 
wiA  the  environment  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico.  These  activities  have  been  incorporated  into 
the  very  fabric  of  the  culture  in  Ais  pan  of  the  Slate  of  New  Mexico. 

While  oil  and  gas  oprations  necessarily  involve  lome  impact  upon  the  land,  the  ml  and 
gas  industry  does  everything  wiAin  reason  to  make  Ae  oprations  u safe  and  as  clean  u 
possible.  BLM's  micromanagement  of  oil  and  gas  oprations  have  not  resulted  in  a safer 
environment  or  lessened  Ae  haiards.  The  mdustry  will  continue  A conduct  its  operatipi  A a 
reasonable  manner  and  stringent  oversight  is  not  necessary.  BLM  must  not  make  the  assumption 
that  the  oil  and  gas  industry  svUI  destroy  eveiyAing  if  Ae  inspectors  arc  not  out  plicing  the 
area.  Except  for  the  required  colors  of  Ae  surface  facilities  (as  a result  of  BLM  requirements) 
there  is  no  difference  in  the  appearance  and  condition  of  oil  and  gas  oprations  on  federal,  suie, 
and  fee  lands.  In  fact  more  pride  may  be  apparent  where  oil  and  gas  operations  reflect  Ae 
company's  logo  or  colors.  We  hop  Aal  BLM  will  revisit  its  position  on  its  need  to 
micromaruge  an  industry  Aal  is  doing  Ae  same  good  job  even  where  federal  inspectors  have  no 
authority. 

The  BMP  is  a prime  example  that  the  rhetoric  in  Washington,  D.C.  regarding  the 
reinvention  of  government  to  make  it  more  responsive  to  the  pblic,  more  cost  effective,  more 
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efRcicat,  and  las  intrusive  is  not  heeded  on  t local  levd.  This  RMP  tettoDy  e«ii«  for  mora 
iCfulaboB,  Bore  oversight,  rnoee  profrims,  and  more  penonnd  to  cany  oM  dto  additional 
responsibilitia  that  BLM  is  carvini  out  for  itself.  This  is  tree  not  only  with  reflect  to  oil  and 
|as  opeiatioos,  but  includa  the  (razing  program,  recreatianal  aedvitia  on  the  public  lands,  and 
creatioa  of  tpeati  areas  to  enhance  or  protect  speoAc  coooeras  such  u wildlife  programs,  cave 
resounxa,  aDcged  cultural  leaourcea,  and  certain  enviioegieMal  oonceraa.  If  money  and 
reaourca  were  not  limited,  we  may  applaud  these  ideals  and  lofty  goals  of  Ac  BLM.  However, 
the  oO  and  gas  industry  will  be  advefsely  affected  by  the  efforts  of  BLM  to  AsaDow  oil  and  gu 
operaboru  in  areas  where  there  is  conflict  wiA  these  'other  resouroe  valua’  wfaDe  at  the  same 
time  the  public  lands  are  needed,  more  than  ever,  to  ptoduoe  the  food,  fiber  and  energy 
lesounxs  necessary  to  maintain  the  standard  of  living  in  the  United  Slalev 

The  District  Manager  has  commented  both  publicly  and  privately  that  the  RMP  merely 
incotporala  into  the  current  draft  existing  management  practica  required  by  existing  federal 
laws  aitd  legulaticns.  The  RMP  itself  belia  this  sirapte  Dosage.  Kiaay  of  the  ’existiiig* 
policia  (such  u erdumced  drilling  requirerrsents  in  the  Capitan  Reef  area)  have  been  policio 
uniIxteraSy  imposed  by  District  BLM  management  without  a determirsatioo  of  the  practiol  and 
economic  consequenco  visited  upon  the  oil  ind  gas  industry.  Tbe  current  District  Management 
has  dtown  i calloused  disregard  to  'good  science'  in  formtiblioD  of  'existing'  potiefos  now 
being  bicorponted  into  the  RMP.  Tbe  current  RMP  site  reflects  an  olreme  preservatiaoist 
point  of  view,  rather  than  a viewpoint  srhich  is  intended  to  promote  multiple  aso  of  tfae  federal 
lands.  Contrary  to  the  District  Manager's  public  snd  privsle  issertions,  the  current  R)i(P  draft 
is  not  Bundaled  by  existing  laws,  regulations  and  practica.  Tbe  documetd  could  in  fact  have 
a very  pro-development  management  philosophy,  which  is  in  foct  mandated  by  FLPMA.  While 
there  are  ocnainly  existing  laws  which  apply  to  public  land  managetrKnl  (such  u Endangered 
Speda  Act  and  NEPA),  it  is  not  necessary  to  apply  them  in  their  harshest  and  most  liberal 
sense  in  determinatioo  of  marugemeni  philosophy.  This  has  been  rcoogiuzed  not  only  by  the 
average  citizen  of  Southeastern  New  Mexico,  but  also  by  Senator  Domenid,  Congressnrtan  Skeen 
and  Governor  lohnsoo. 


Please  consider  my  substantive  comments  when  they  are  submitted,  incorporate  the 
changes,  and  revise  the  RMP  to  select  the  proposed  Altemstive  F as  the  preferred  alternative. 
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92-1  You  apparently  have  confused  the  Rangeland 
Reform  '94  environmental  impact  statement  with  the 
Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS.  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1, 
50-1,  50-10,  and  59-3. 


92-2  Many  public  meetings  and  discussions  were  held 
during  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS. 
Comments  made  at  those  meetings  were  carefully 
considered  in  the  development  of  the  plan.  Also,  refer 
to  response  50-2. 
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92-3  Our  analysis  shows  that  livestock  grazing  would 
be  minimally  affected  under  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
and  would  continue  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  with 
little  change  from  current  practice.  Also,  refer  to 
responses  50-10,  65-3  and  75-3. 

92-4  Refer  to  responses  89-4  and  89-1 8. 

92-5  Refer  to  responses  39-1 , 50-3  and  89-4. 

92-6  Refer  to  responses  28-28,  46-1 , 50-4  and  73-4. 


i <■  i Js-s  She-cr. 

R-cc^ia^id-son 

Mr.  Sud  Eppe^^ 
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27  Pebnnry  19»5 

Lealie  H.  Gone,  Diitrict  Han*9er 
Bureau  of  Land  Manaqen«nt 
Roawell  District  Office 
1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 

Dear  Ms.  Cone: 


The  Independent  Betroleuri  Association  of  MniitS.,. 
States  (IPAMS)  is  a non-profit,  non-partisan  trade 
association  representing  the  interests  of  over  750 
independent  oil  and  natural  gas  producers,  royalty 
cwners,  industry  consultants,  and  service/supply 
cerpanies  operating  in  a ten- state  Rocky  Mountain 
area:  New  Mexico,  Wyoming,  Colorado,  Montana, 

Morth  Dakota,  Utah,  Nebraska,  South  Dakota, 

Nevada,  and  Arixona. 


Mw— -s 

».|  l«PT  </>». 
SmI  O <Utmm 

y»fW4sp  Trm^ 


IFAHS  desires  to  submit  detailed  contents  to  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area/Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan/Drvirormental  Inpact 
Statement  (WP/EIS) . As  you  know,  several 
oiganizaticns  and  Senator  Dcmenici  have  requested 
an  extensicr.  of  the  fxiblic  content  period.  In 
lieu  of  an  extersior.  it  is  our  understandi.ng  that 
you  have  agreed  to  accept  supplemental  cements  to 
those  contents  received  on  or  before  March  1, 

1995. 


IPAMS  hereby  submits  the  enclosed  contents  for 
your  consideration  and  will  furnish  you  with 
s'^splemental  cemtents  before  March  IS,  1995, 

After  initial  review  of  the  draft  RWP/EIS,  IPAMS 
retains  several  concerns  with  the  docotent . IPAMS 
endorses  all  contents  subrutted  the  Independent 
Petroleot  Association  of  New  Mexico  (IPAf»1)  and 
the  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Association  (IM3GA)  on 
the  RMP/EIS. 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  addresses  land  tranagement 
optioTS  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  production 
on  approxinately  13,835,000  of  federal  mineral 
estate  including  2.2  millicn  acres  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  and  1.5  million  acres  in  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area.  The  BLM  adtinisters  approximately 
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10.1  millioo  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  where  the  surface  is 
owned  by  other  govemtent  agencies  or  by  private  owners. 

This  is  a significant  land  use  plan.  IPAMS  believes  t^t  tl^  BLM 
holds  a great  deal  of  responsibility  in  develcping  a plan  which 
addresses  environntental  inpacts  and  balances  these  isffjes  vnth 
the  interests  of  the  indigenous  people  living  in  southeast  New 
Mexico. 


Many  of  the  pecple  which  will  be  directly  inpacted  by  the  RMP/EIS 
derive  their  living  frem  working  in  the  Roswell  District.  Scores 
of  iiriepereJent  oil  and  gas  producers  live  and  work  ^ 
southeastern  New  Mexico.  These  people  are  the  fabric  of  the 
corrmjnity  of  southeastern  New  MeScico.  Oil  and  gas  producers  are 
envirorrentalists.  They  do  not  want  to  the  environment 
deoraded  in  any  way  and  they  spend  significant  dollars  to  protect 
the  enviroment . Unfortunately,  oil  and  gas  operations  ^e  not  a 
zero  inpact  activity.  Any  activity  which  occurs  on  the  1^ 
creates  some  type  of  inpact  and  the  BLM  must  recognize  this  fact . 
Oil  and  g^  producers  work  very  diligently  to  mitigate  the  itipact 
of  operations  on  the  land. 

This  la.nd  use  plan  is  an  iirportant  cerponent  of  Naticmal  Energy 
policy.  Southeastern  New  Mexico  has  a long  and  inpo^ant  history 
of  providina  oil  and  gas  for  the  nation.  Ihe  oil  and  ^as 
industry  Ln'New  Mexico  nakes  enormous  contributions  to  t..e 
economy  In  1994,  the  Minerals  Management  Service  collected 
approximately  $280  million  in  royalty  rev^ue  from  mineral 
production  in  New  Mexico  of  this  $138  mil-ion  was  ret_.,ed  wv. 
State  of  New  Mexico.  Oil  and  gas  production  paid  over  S34i 
mill -or.  to  the  State  of  New  Mexico  in  taxes  and  state  royany 
Davment's  In  addition,  thousands  of  people  are  employed  in  the 
CifSd  gas  industry  in  southeastern  New  Mexico.  IPA^S  believes 
the  BLM  should  analyze  the  impact  of  the  Preferred  A*^ema..ive  on 
the  royalty  stream  to  the  federal  government.  Feaerai  royalties 
will  be  reduced  under  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

In  order  for  oil  and  gas  development  to  occur  in  tte 
Mountain  states,  reasonable  access  to  public  l^nd  is  ..^datop'. 
Unlike  other  parts  of  the  country,  in  the  Rocky  Mountain  states 
^1  ^ gas  pi^ucers  must  work  with  the  federal  govemm^t  in 
everT^ily  aspect  of  the  oil  and  gas  exploration  ana  production 
^Mtion.  T^  is  an  additional  Burden  which  results  in  higher 
^ts  when  conducting  business  on  federal  lands. 

After  initial  review  of  the  RMP/EIS,  IPAMS  finds  that  all  of  the 
^te^:atives  including  the  Preferred  Alterative  are 
imaccaotabl*  The  RMP/EIS  states  at  page  2-3  the  BiM.  wiU 
^iS^require  oil  and  gas  lessees  to  conduct  cperations  in 
Sat^ld  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  resources  land 


93-2  The  statement  of  practice  on  page  2-3  in  the 
Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  is  the  requirement  of  Section  6 
of  the  standard  oil  and  gas  lease  instrument,  which 
every  oil  and  gas  lessee  agrees  to.  With  regard  to 
multiple  use,  refer  to  its  definition  in  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976.  In  the  definition 
are  listed  examples  of  resources  to  be  managed, 
without  any  listing  of  priority  or  emphasis.  The 
definition  also  clearly  states  that  consideration  in 
managing  for  multiple  use  should  not  necessarily  be 
given  "...to  the  combination  of  uses  that  will  give  the 
greatest  economic  return  or  the  greatest  unit  output." 
Finally,  the  term  "maximum  ultimate  economic 
recovery"  in  the  regulations  at  43  CFR  3160  relates  to 
the  recovery  of  a volume  of  oil  and  gas  that  would  be 
expected  to  be  recovered  given  existing  knowledge  of 
a reservoir  and  other  pertinent  facts,  and  using 
common  industry  practices.  Maximum  ultimate 
economic  recovery  is  not  the  objective  of  the  3160 
regulations.  In  fact,  at  3161.2,  the  regulations  require 
the  Authorized  Officer  "...to  require  that  all  operations 
be  conducted  in  a manner  which  protects  other  natural 
resources  and  the  environmental  quality,  protects  life 
and  property  and  results  in  the  maximum  ultimate 
recovery  of  oil  and  gas..."  This  does  not  say  that 
maximum  ultimate  recovery  is  to  be  accomplished  at 
the  expense  of  all  other  natural  resources  and  uses. 
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uses,  and  users."  While  IPAMS  supports  this  goal,  it  appears 
that  this  is  the  only  aspect  of  land  use  planning  on  which  the 
BLM  focuses  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  Bill's  goal  of  nviltiple  use 
and  sustained  yield  is  lost  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Moreover,  the 
BLM' 3 duty,  as  required  by  43  CFR  3160,  is  to  ensure  maxinm 
ultimate  recovery  with  minirtum  waste  of  the  oil  and  gas  rescxirce. 
IPAMS  believes  that  if  the  BLM's  Preferred  Alternative  is 
adopted,  the  BLM  will  fail  miseraibly  with  this  funda-rental  goal. 

IPAMS  believes  the  draft  RMP/EIS  fails  to  provide  reasonable 
access  to  oil  and  gas  operations  on  federal  lands.  Oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  production  would  be  negatively  iirpacted  by  the 
Fhreferred  Alternative.  IPAMS  raises  strong  objection  to  the 
Preferred  Alternative  which  proposes  to  close  503,846  acres  to 
leasing.  We  also  object  to  the  No  Surface  Occupancy  (NSO) 
stipulations  on  110,060  acres.  IPAMS  is  also  shocked  that  the 
BLM  proposes  to  place  a timirq  limitation  stipulation  on  460,700 
acres  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  and  935,000  acres  in  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  for  prairie  chicken  h^itat.  This  area 
represents  a significant  portion  of  the  Roswell  District. 

IPAMS  understands  that  the  IPAM4  and  fWDGA  are  working  in  concert 
with  several  interested  groups  and  individuals,  many  of  vrfiich 
earn  their  living  in  the  Roswell  District,  to  develop  an 
additional  alternative  to  propose  to  the  BLM.  IPAMS  reconme.Tds 
that  the  BLM  give  very  careful  consideration  and  analysis  to  this 
proposed  alternative. 

IPAMS  appreciates  your  consideration  of  our  initial  conments.  We 
intend  to  submit  supplemental  comments  to  you  by  March  15,  1995. 
We  are  always  available  to  answer  questions  or  provide  you  with 
additional  information. 


Sincerely, 


Alexander  Woodruff 
Director  of  Regulatory  Affairs 


XC;  Dan  Girand,  IPANM 


that  is,  at  the  expense  of  multiple  use.  The  Preferred 
Alternative  provides  for  maximum  recovery  in  concert 
with  the  mandates  of  multiple  use,  the  standard  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  lease  instrument,  and  the 
regulations  at  43  CFR  3160. 

93-3  You  may  have  missed  an  important  point  in  your 
analysis  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  In  fact,  under 
Alternative  A (current  management)  about  450,000 
acres  already  are  closed.  As  for  areas  proposed  for 
no  surface  occupancy  (NSO),  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative  there  are  about  8,000  acres  fewer 
proposed  for  NSO  than  currently  have  the  NSO 
requirement.  Similarly,  under  current  management, 
about  935,000  acres  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area 
and  about  162,800  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area 
already  have  timing  restrictions  for  prairie  chickens. 
Further,  the  majority  of  the  acreage  closed,  and  about 
half  of  the  acreage  having  NSO,  is  federal  mineral 
estate  where  the  overlying  surface  is  managed  by 
other  agencies  (such  as  the  Department  of  Defense, 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  or  New  Mexico  State  Parks). 
And,  many  of  these  existing  closures  are  in  areas  of 
low  or  moderate  hydrocarbon  occurrence  potential. 
The  BLM  does  not  make  the  surface  use 
determinations  for  these  lands.  Nevertheless,  the 
decisions  made  by  these  other  agencies  must  be 
included  in  our  land  use  planning  documents  to  enable 
us  to  conduct  oil  and  gas  leasing.  These  existing 
closures  are  not  open  for  reconsideration  since  the 
decisions  are  not  the  responsibility  of  the  BLM. 


In  the  Roswell  Resource  Area,  for  example,  BLM- 
managed  surface  and  mineral  estate  amounts  only  to 
1 1 percent  of  the  total  area.  Federal  mineral  estate 
underlying  surface  managed  by  other  agencies  or  in 
private  ownership  amounts  to  another  59  percent  of 
the  total  area. 


Under  Alternative  E,  only  four  percent  of  the  federal 
mineral  estate  acreage  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area 
is  proposed  for  closure  to  future  oil  and  gas  leasing, 
and  one  percent  is  proposed  for  future  leasing  with  no 
surface  occupancy.  For  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area, 
the  numbers  are  similar:  three  percent  closed  and  two 
percent  with  no  surface  occupancy.  Of  the  four 
percent  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  proposed  for 
closure  to  leasing  under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  79 
percent  is  under  the  Jurisdiction  of  other  agencies. 
Likewise,  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area,  71  percent 
is  under  other-agency  management. 

The  point  of  this  is  that  we  are  not  proposing  the 
closure  of,  or  the  restriction  of,  a significant  amount  of 
acreage  to  future  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Also,  refer  to 
response  53-1 . 
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Febni»fy  21.  1995 


Burtau  of  Land  Management 
RoswtU  District  Office 
1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roiwtfl,  New  Mexico  18201-2019 

Attn  Mr  David  Stout 

RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 


RE  Draft  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmenial  Impact  Statement 
and  Draft  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendmenl/Environmcnial 
Impact  Statement 

Gentlemen 


Mhchell  Enagy  Corporation  (MEC)  it  an  independent  oil  and  gas  company  with 
substantial  operations  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  of  southeastern  New  Mexico  As 
such,  MEC  wift  be  affected  by  the  proposed  Carlsbad  Resource  Plan  Amendment 
(CRPA)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  MEC  offers  the  following  specific 
comments  on  the  CRPA. 


MEC  supports,  with  some  qualification,  proposed  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
Ahemative  C u the  best  management  option  offered  in  the  CRPA  for  development  of 
oil  and  gas  resources  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  As  noted  in  the  summary,  the 
goal  of  Aitemaiive  C it  to  enhance,  encourage  and  improve  the  management  of  oil  and 
gas  resources  MEC  believes  that  Alternative  C goes  the  farthest  toward  encouraging 
the  judicious  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  of  the  resources  on  public  landA  u 
mandated  by  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 

MEC  would  like  to  reserve  the  right  to  submit  further  conunents  because  we  do  have 
some  reservations  about  Aftemative  C and  would  like  to  review  the  Resource  Users 
Coalition  Alternative  F currently  under  development  by  the  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas 
Association  and  the  Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  New  Mexico  MEC 
reserves  the  right  to  submit  comments  in  support  of  the  industry  group-generated 
Alternative  F by  the  March  IS,  1995,  extended  deadline,  and  requests  that  the  BLM 
give  serious  consideration  to  the  issues  raised  and  the  concerns  expressed  by  these 
industry  groups 

[Specific  areas  of  concern  with  Alternative  C include  the  BLMs  current  policy  of 
inequitable  treatment  of  oil  and  gas  producers  in  potash  mining  areas  In  light  of  the 
economic  benefit  fiom  federal  oQ  and  gas  leasing  ($116  million  in  the  Carlsbad 


94-1  Refer  to  responses  112-44.1  and  128-10. 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
ROSWELL  DISTRICT 
Page  2 


I I Resource  Area  for  1991)  MEC  requesu  that  the  BLM  review  that  policy  and  make 
appropriate  amendments  Also  of  concern  to  hdEC  in  Ahemative  C is  the  sipulaiion 
that  no  surface  occupancy  be  aDowed  in  specific  areas  where  Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard 

2 occurrences  have  been  documented  Please  note  that  the  critical  habitat  for  the  Dune 
Sagebrush  Lizard  is  still  under  study,  and  MEC  therefore  recommends  defening  the 
"no  surface  occupancy*  stipulation  until  the  criucal  habitat  is  identified. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  views.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  need 
further  information,  please  contact  me  at  (713)  377-5875,  or  Ginger  Bulcroft  at  (713) 
377-6515 

Sincerely, 

hOICHELL  ENERGY  CORPORATION 


Connie  M.  Ericson 
Managa,  Regulatory  Affain 

CME  GNB  msw 

uu.oruu#coM  " 


94-2  The  "critical"  habitat  designation  typically  applies 
to  federally  listed  threatened  or  endangered  species. 
It  Is  our  practice  to  manage  habitat  and  the  uses  of 
habitat  to  avoid  the  listing  of  species.  The 
combination  of  limited  habitat,  spotty  distribution,  and 
dependency  on  active  or  semi-active  dunes  makes  this 
species  vulnerable  to  habitat  loss.  If  no  special  habitat 
protection  measures  are  made  for  the  sand  dune 
lizard,  it  could  be  proposed  for  listing  by  the  USFWS 
as  threatened  or  endangered.  This  status  may  involve 
the  potential  designation  of  a sizeable  portion  of 
Mescalero  Sands  as  critical  habitat  if  the  lizard  is 
listed,  and  may  curtail  any  action  that  could  impact  the 
species  and  habitat.  The  affects  of  this  designation 
would  be  much  greater  than  those  resulting  from  what 
is  proposed  in  this  plan. 
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F«bfuary28,  1995 

Oavid  Stout.  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  ot  Land  Management 
Roswell  Oistrid  Office 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 


Dear  Sir. 


Rt:  ConuTwnu  on  Rotwcll  Rtsouro  Aru  Onft  R«tourc<  mUnagtmont  RItn/ 
Envlronmonui  Impoct  Suitmcnl  (RPM/EIS) 
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Please  consider  the  following  as  my  comments  to  the  Bureau  Of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
concerning  the  RMP/EIS  In  addition  to  my  comments.  I support  the  comments  made  by  the  People 
For  The  West.  Southeastern  New  Mexico  Grazing  Association,  the  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas 
Association,  and  the  Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  New  Mexico 

It  IS  my  understanding  that  in  preparing  the  draft  plan  BLM  had  advisors  and  discus-sion  groups 
meeting  m Carlsbad  and  Roswell  but  did  not  use  a single  suggestion  or  recommendation  that  these 
groups  made  BLM  is  just  going  through  the  motions  of  following  correcl  procedure  and  the  tax 
payers  are  looting  the  bill  H is  my  opinion  that  the  preferred  alternative  will  put  a lot  of  those  tax 
payers  out  of  business  and  drastically  cut  back  others  The  BLM  is  not  very  good  at  implementing 
suggestions  from  the  natural  resource  industries  but  is  very  adept  at  taking  their  money. 

The  RMP  should  encourage  and  promote  the  economic  beneficial  use  of  the  lands  and  provide  the 
mechanism  for  individuals  and  companies  to  secure  leases  and  permits  to  explore  for  and  develop 
the  mineral  resources,  to  secure  rights  of  ways  and  easements  and  to  allow  the  grazing  of  livestock 
The  preferred  alternative  does  not  provide  a plan  that  fosters  a-id  promotes  the  wise  use  of  the 
resources  on  public  land 


3 


While  the  present  administration  is  saying  it  wants  to  down  size  the  federal  government,  this  RMP 
calls  for  more  oversight  and  regulations  on  resource  users,  m effect  doing  just  the  opposite  of  what 
the  administration  says  its  goal  is  The  BLM  is  setting  forth  a management  plan  that  calls  for 
addilirjnal  federal  employees  when  it  should  be  setting  forth  a plan  that  would  reduce  the  number  of 
employees  needed  to  manage  the  public  lands 
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2-38  Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Request  lor  clarification  The  livestock  reduction  management  and  rest  treatments  proposed 
in  this  may  not  result  in  the  desired  goals  staled  This  does  not  follow  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  which 
was  to  stabilize,  not  destroy  or  destabilize  the  livestock  industry 
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2-165  Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Request  lor  clarification  There  is  a lot  of  vague  language  That  livestock  grazing  rales 
would  be  adjusted  under  certain  arcumstances  to  reduce  or  eliminate  conflicts"  would  open  a 
pandora's  box  of  conflicts  from  the  green  environmentalists  who  have  publicly  stated  that  they  would 
get  livestock  off  public  lands 


95-1  Refer  to  response  50-2. 

95-2  Refer  to  response  39-1 . 

95-3  Refer  to  response  53-7. 

95-4  Refer  to  responses  39-1 , 50-3  and  89-4. 

95-5  Refer  to  response  89-16. 

95-6  Refer  to  response  85-3.  Two  Wilderness  Study 
Areas  were  designated  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area. 
The  WSAs  are  located  in  the  western  portion  of  the 
Resource  Area  and  encompass  the  landform  known  as 
the  Carrizozo  Lava  Flows.  These  areas  are  at  least 
5,000  acres  in  size  as  specified  under  FLPMA.  There 
are  other  locations  in  the  planning  area  that  have 
special  values  and  require  special  management 
attention  but  did  not  meet  wilderness  criteria.  FLPMA 
takes  these  areas  under  consideration  as  stated 
above.  There  are  only  five  ACECs  proposed  in  the 
plan,  with  about  8,928  acres  as  open  to  leasing  with 
no  surface  occupancy  and  about  22,665  acres  closed 
to  future  leasing.  These  areas  have  national 
significance  due  to  their  unique  values.  Also,  refer  to 
response  39-3. 

95-7  Refer  to  responses  28-28,  46-1 , 50-4  and  73-4. 
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2-185-190  Th«  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC) 

S-27  Overflow  ACEC  Request  for  clarification  This  preferred  alternative  seems  to  be  aimed 
directly  at  the  natural  resource  industries  and  is  a policy  of  shut  down,  arx3  lock  up 

The  ACEC  proposed  in  the  RMP  are  not  necessary  and  should  not  be  establish-ed  Congress 
has  already  set  aside  acreage  deemed  significant  on  a national  basis  to  presenre  unique  resources 
found  m SE  New  Mexico  and  BLM  has  had  an  opportunity  to  declare  Wilderness  study  Areas  under 
FLPMA  I object  to  the  attempt  by  BLM  to  withdraw  lands  from  resource  users  by  forcing  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulations  on  oil  and  gas  leases  over  large  tracts  of  land 

2-179  Water  Rights  Management 

Request  for  clarification  I believe  this  to  be  usurping  the  water  and  fencing  laws  of  New 
Mexico  BLM  and  Forest  do  not  have  beneficial  use  for  water  Have  you  noticed  how  many  times 
the  Plan  calls  for  "acquisition"  of  something  that  is  not  theirs,  like  land,  water,  viewsheds.  etc 
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2-82  Cave  and  Karst  Resource  Management 

Request  for  clarification  Who  is  going  to  determine  which  caves  are  "significant"  and  which 
are  not  and  by  what  method^  What  if  the  cave  entrance  is  on  public  land  but  part  of  the  cave  is 
located  under  private  land’ 

I have  a real  concern  for  the  construction  of  exclosures  around  cave  entrances  The  "public" 
IS  being  denied  access  to  the  "public  land"  Livestock  grazing  would  be  excluded  and  grazing  is  not 
only  a beneficial  resource  management  tool,  it  generates  revenues 

I do  not  believe  the  BLM  should  be  acquiring  any  private  land  because  it  is  then  taken  off  the 
tax  rolls  and  becomes  a liability  to  the  lax  base  of  the  county 

Visitor  use  limits,  seasons  of  use,  and  a permit  system  would  all  increase  the  bureaucracy  of 
the  BLM 

The  cave  and  karst  areas  are  too  broad  and  the  aaeage  included  is  too  expansive  The 
restrictions  imposed  on  drilling  are  burdensome  and  not  supported  by  scientific  need 

I have  believed  for  a long  time  now  that  the  BLM  would  implement  as  many  of  the  Rangeland  Reform 
regulations  as  possible  through  their  RMP's  The  draft  RMP  proves  the  point  as  there  are  many 
proposed  plans  that  are  the  same  as  the  regulations  in  Rangeland  Reform 

In  general  I see  more  bureauaacy,  make  work'  projects  increased  government  regulations,  with 
less  access  and  use  of  public  lands  by  the  public  in  the  prefeneo  alternative  Livestock  grazing  oil 
& gas  production  and  other  beneficial  uses  of  the  public  lands  are  compatible  with  the  environment 

Economics  and  economic  impact  must  be  analyzed  and  considered  The  alternatives  do  not 
adequately  consider  the  impact  on  economic  well-being  of  the  people  or  their  communities  BLM's 
locus  srxxild  be  on  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  of  the  resources  on  the  public  lends 

Please  consider  these  comments  and  revise  the  RMP  to  encourage  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
production  and  grazing  by  livestock 


95-8  The  public  and  governmental  agencies  may 
recommend  that  a cave  be  designated  as  significant, 
based  on  the  requirements  of  the  Federal  Cave 
Resources  Protection  Act  of  1988  and  the  regulations 
in  43  CFR  Part  37.  The  Area  Manager  of  each 
Resource  Area  makes  the  final  significance 
designation  decision.  A significant  cave  designation 
protects  the  cave  from  individuals  who  knowingly 
disturb,  remove  or  destroy,  any  significant  cave  or 
cave  feature,  or  who  alter  the  free  movement  of  any 
animal  or  plant  life  into  or  out  of  any  significant  cave 
located  on  federal  lands. 

Any  portion  of  a significant  cave  on  public  lands  is 
protected  under  Federal  Cave  Resources  Protect  Act 
and  its  associated  regulations. 

The  public  will  not  be  denied  access  to  a cave  solely 
because  of  an  exclosure.  If  a cave  can  be  opened  to 
public  visitation  without  harming  the  resources  and  the 
cave  is  safe  for  the  public  to  visit,  the  cave  will  remain 
open.  Of  195  caves  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area, 
only  nine  caves  are  closed  for  recreation  visitation, 
and  then  only  for  four  months  of  the  year  to  protect 
bat  hibernaculae.  Only  one  cave  in  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area  is  closed  visitors.  This  cave  is  closed 
because  it  contains  a deadly  fungal  disease,  that  could 


1-206 


infect  humans.  One-hundred-eighty-five  caves  are 
open  all  year  long  and  the  nine  caves  mentioned 
above  are  open  eight  months  of  the  year  to  visitors. 

An  exclosure  is  a means  to  protect  the  cave  from 
accelerated  erosion  caused  by  activities  such  as 
vehicle  use  and  grazing.  Cave  exclosures  would  also 
protect  the  ground  water  recharge  system  and 
exclosures  may  be  needed  to  protect  humans,  wildlife 
and  livestock  from  falling  into  an  open  pits.  Cave 
exclosures  may  be  needed  to  protect  a cave's 
ecosystem.  We  estimate  that  only  about  1 ,000  acres 
would  be  affected  by  exclosures,  a minute  portion  of 
the  public  lands  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Areal. 


The  BLM  has  been  given  the  authority  by  Congress  to 
acquire  or  dispose  of  public  lands  If  it  is  in  the  best 
interest  of  managing  public  lands  and  protecting 
natural  resources  for  future  generations.  Refer  also  to 
responses  28-57  and  29-2. 
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0«v)<5  Stool.  RMP/EIS  Tmhi  Lw 
Bureau  of  Land  Mar«9a<Tianl 
Rotwall  Oiftnel  Offica 
1717  West  Second  Straal 
Roswell.  New  Meiico  88201 

Re:  Comments  on  Bureau  of 

Dear  Sir. 


•rvtflv  Memti 
HC«^.»oi30 
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nt  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan 


Thank  you  for  tne  invitation  to  assist  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  m a planning  process 
that  IS  imponani  to  accomplishing  efleaive  puplic  land  management  in  southeaslam  New  Mexico  I 
realize  that  you  are  required  Py  lew  to  do  so 

I understand  that  it  look  BLM  employees  financed  by  lax  dollars,  working  on  the  RMPfEIS  three 
years  to  formulate  the  Plan  and  the  public,  who  paid  the  lax  dollars  is  given  120  days  to  comment  on 
It  Having  dealt  with  the  Interior  Department  and  BLM  before.  I would  like  lo  stale  at  this  lime  that  I 
believe  my  time  and  efforts  spent  m commenting  on  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  are 
a total  waste 

In  general,  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management  PlarVEnvironmenial  Impact 
Statement  i$,  at  the  least  difficull  to  understand  For  the  average  user  of  public  lands,  unless  you 
happen  to  have  some  technical  or  scientific  knowledge,  you  can  not  make  comments  following  the 
criteria  listed  m the  Dear  Reader  lener  included  in  the  Plan 

• errors  in  the  analysis  that  has  been  performed. 

” new  information  that  would  have  a bearing  on  the  analysis 

• misinformation  that  may  have  been  used,  which  could  aflect  the  outcome  of  the  analysis 

• request  for  clarification 

• identification  of  a substantive  new  alternative  that  provides  a different  mix  of  allocations  from  any 
of  the  existing  five  alternatives 

Except  for  the  "request  for  clanficalion"  how  in  the  world  would  I know  about  the  others’’ 

But  as  a public  user  of  public  land.  I fle  recognize  the  added  ‘eOeral  government  control  m the 
"preferred  alternative",  a desire  lo  acquire  more  private  and  slate  land  withdrawal  of  public  land  from 
use  by  the  public  a management  direction  away  from  economical  beneficial  use  of  the  lands  for  the 
good  of  all  the  consuming  public,  a plan  that  is  more  concerned  with  the  stress  level  of  the  prame 
(^iicken  than  the  loss  of  jobs  the  loss  of  prairie  chicken  habitat  over  the  loss  of  natural  resourca 
industries  and  all  that  they  provide  jobs  economic  benefits  lo  counties  not  lo  mention  the  products 
and  by-proPtr®’  employees) 

Therefore  my  comment  is  request  for  clarification  on  1-1  through  3-4  and  3-35  through  4-68  o<  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmenial  Impact  Statement 


By  the  way  m your  usual  resource  management  can  you  do  anything  about  the  Federal  Building  m 
Roswell  interfering  with  my  view  shed  in  particular  of  the  sun  sets 


Sincerely, 


Visitor  use  limits,  season  of  use  and  permit  systems 
are  all  necessary  to  protect  a cave's  non-renewable 
resources  from  damage.  Caving  organizations  such 
as  the  National  Speleological  Society,  Cave  Research 
Foundation,  Southwest  Region  of  the  NSS  and  local 
grottos  and  individual  cavers  have  assisted  the  BLM 
in  cave  inventory  and  planning  and  in  developing  cave 
protection  requirements.  The  restrictions  are 
necessary  to  protect  the  health  and  safety  of  all 
individuals  and  the  cave  resources.  Also,  refer  to 
response  39-4. 

95-9  Refer  to  responses  50-10  and  59-3. 

95-10  The  discussions  of  socioeconomics  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  have  been  rewritten.  Refer  to 
Chapters  3 and  4 in  the  Proposed  RMP/RMPA/Final 
EIS  for  the  revised  socioeconomics  discussions. 


96-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Box  2489 
Corlfbod.  NH 
88220 

26  F«bru*r7  1995 


Oovid  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Te*»  Le*d«r 
Bureau  of  Land  Kanageaent 
Roaucll  Dietrict  Office 
1717  Weat  2nd  Street 
Roawell,  New  Mexico 

e8201>201$ 

Dear  Hr.  Stout: 

I *■  writinf  on  beholf  of  tho  Chihu»hu«n  Deoert  Coni«rv»tion 
Alli«nce(CDCA) , 4 ,roup  for«*()  originallir  with  the  n4»e  of 
Carlibad  Concerned  Cltltene  for  Reeponeible  Land  Kanajeaent 
In  1986.  We  are  reaponding  to  the  Draft  Roawell  Reaource 
Hanageaent  Plant/gnvironaental  lapact  Stateaent  and  the  Draft 
Carlabad  Reaource  Manageaenl  Plan  Aaendaent/Environaeotal 
lapact  Stateaent(R«PA/ElS).  Our  group  recentlf  aet  and 
reviewed  the  docuaent. 

We  are  in  general  agreeaent  with  aoat  of  what  conetitutee 
the  framework  of  Alternative  B.  While  we  agree  with  auch  or 
Alternative  B,  we  found  nuaeroua  examples  where  we  thought 
Alternative  B could  be  greatly  improved.  We  recognise  that 
in  aan,  catci  tha  Altarnatlva  B raatrictiona  art  tha  aoat 
raatrictivc  of  huaan  activitiea  but  in  aany  caaea  atill  do 
not  adeijuately  protect  the  reaourcea  for  future  generationa. 
We  recognite  that  aoae  of  the  oil  and  gaa  induatrr  ia 
with  any  of  the  Alternativea,  the  actual  aaount  of  land  to  be 
impacted  is  very  small  and  generally  of  low  probability  for 
oil  and  gai  product!.  We  aee  in  here  an  oil  coapany  dreaa 
plan"  but  we  don't  aee  a aiailar  one  for  environaental 
concerna.  We  hope  that  you  will  conaider  loae  of  our 
following  recommendations . 

We  recognize  the  difficulty  In  specifically  outlining 
option  and  contingency  plan  for  each  of  the  activities  and 
goals  in  the  RMPA/EIS.  We  were  constantly  frustrated  by  such 
teras  as  "whenever  possible,”  "when  determined,  case  by  case 
basis,”  etc.  We  feel  that  this  gives  too  auch  leeway  to  a 

1 manager  who  aay  not  be  "environmentally  friendly  and  may 
lean  more  toward  extractive  or  gracing  interests.  Who  has 
the  authority  to  make  exemptions  and  under  what  basis  does 
she/he  make  those  exemptions. 

. I We  also  do  not  understand  why  this  plan  has  to  serve  us  for 

2 I 20  years.  This  time  period  seems  excessive.  Are  we  locked 
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into  these  things  for  that  period  of  time?  What  options  are 
there  for  lie  to  re-evaluate  management  schemes  if  s need 
occure? 

We  tee  in  here  numerous  attempts  to  develop  more  of  the 
public  lends  with  trmile,  etc.  With  much  of  this  lend 
mlready  chopped  up  with  oil  end  ranching  roads,  why  do  we 
need  more  development  and  why  do  we  need  to  spend  critical 
resources  to  put  In  more  roeds  end  trsils?  Interpretive 
exhibits  are  fine  aa  long  aa  we  don't  end  up  with  more  roads 
or  trails  acroee  an  already  fractured  environment. 


Following  are  some  specific  examples  based  on  page  numbers  in 
the  RHP/EIS. 


S-6  We  wonder  how  BLH  hea  determined  viaitor  use  of  caves? 
We  are  opposed  to  any  commercial  cave  uae. 


S-8  We  applaud  BLH  efforts  to  protect  heronries  and  raptor 

nesting  aitea.  We  feel  the  exclusion  area  for  heronries 
is  Insde^uatm  considering  the  uniquenees  of  these  sites  and 
their  tenuous  occurrence.  We  think  there  should  be  no  oil 
and  gas  activity/occupancy  allowed  within  1 mile  of  each 
heronry  or  on  elopes  adjacent  to  them,  whichever  provides  the 
greatest  area  of  protection. 


S-9  We  feel  that  plays  lakes  are  a unique  character  of  our 
eras  and  many  arc  distinct  when  compered  with  pleya 
lakes  in  the  more  northern  sress  of  the  Great  Plains.  We 
think  that  the  exclusion  sres  sround  thes  should  be  more  than 
400  meters  in  msny  cases. 

S-27  Once  the  natursl  plant  community  it  cstabliahed,  why 
allow  mixi  grazing  in  ACSC  areas? 


S-39  What  is  the  breakdown  in  the  percentage  of  forage  that 
is  sllocsted  to  wildlife  versus  cattle  or  sheep?  We 
have  heard  that  up  to  90%  of  forage  values  are  allocated  to 
livestock  and  we  feel  that  number  is  way  too  high  for 
1 i veatock . 


S-43  Desired  Plant  Communities  should  be  reellted  through 

fire,  mechanical  and  gracing  activities  in  that  order. 
Chemical  use  should  not  be  considered. 


1-11  We  fully  support  the  "maintenance  or  enhanceaent  of 
biological  diversity"  on  public  lends  and  think  that 
this  should  include  a whole  host  of  epecite  eliminated  from 
public  lands  in  SE  New  Mexico  including,  but  not  limited  to 
Aplomedo  Falcon,  Black-tailed  Prairie  Dog,  Bleck-footed 
Ferret,  and  Cray  Wolf. 


97-1  The  intent  of  the  RMP  is  to  provide  general 
guidance  for  management  of  the  public  lands  over  the 
next  20  years.  The  guidance  must  be  general  to  allow 
for  changes  in  management  necessitated  by  new  laws 
and  regulations  and  changing  conditions  in  natural 
resources,  without  needing  first  to  amend  or  revise  the 
plan.  Local  line  managers  (area  and  district 
managers,  but  usually  the  area  manager)  are  the 
decision  makers  who  would  make  decisions  regarding 
implementation  of  the  RMP.  Decisions  are 
constrained  by  the  circumstances  surrounding  each 
decision:  by  the  advice  of  the  manager's  staff;  by 
local,  state,  and  national  BLM  policies;  and  by  laws 
and  regulations.  In  fact,  the  latitude  for  interpretation 
of  an  RMP  decision  may  not  be  as  broad  as  you  seem 
to  believe. 

97-2  The  time,  effort  and  cost  of  preparing  a resource 
management  plan  is  substantial.  The  period  of 
implementation  of  certain  RMP  decisions  could  be 
several  years  or  more  (e.g.,  the  DPC  concept  or 
changes  in  watershed  condition).  The  life  of  an  RMP 
is  estimated  at  20  years  to  avoid  a situation  of 
continual  planning  and  change,  and  to  allow  a 
reasonable  time  for  implementation.  If  a situation 
arises  that  is  contrary  to  guidance  established  in  the 
RMP  and  requires  a change  in  management,  the  RMP 
can  be  amended  or  revised  to  accommodate  that 
situation.  A prime  example  of  this  is  the  amendment 
of  the  Carlsbad  RMP,  to  address  new  issues  in  oil  and 
gas  management. 

97-3  There  is  a distinct  difference  between  trails 
developed  for  recreational  use  and  roads  supporting 
oil  and  gas  development  and  ranching.  The  new  trails 
proposed  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  are: 

Fort  Stanton  -45  miles  of  multi-use  (horse,  hike  and 
bike)  on  existing  roads  and  20  miles  of  new  trails. 

Wilderness  Study  Areas  - 2 miles  of  trails,  which 
would  be  marked  by  posts,  with  no  trail  construction 
required. 

Valiev  of  Fires  - 3 miles  of  trails,  which  would  be 
marked  by  posts,  with  no  trail  construction  required. 

The  Roswell  Resource  Area  has  approximately  40 
miles  of  existing  trails  for  hiking,  horseback  riding  and 
mountain  bike  riding.  We  believe  that  adding  70  miles 
of  new  trails,  mostly  on  existing  roads,  on  about  1.5 
million  acres  of  land  will  have  no  effect  on  the 
resources  in  the  resource  area. 

97-4  Visitor  use  of  regulated  or  gated  caves  is 
determined  by  counting  the  number  of  people  who 
signed  and  returned  their  permits.  Use  In  those  caves 
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for  which  permits  are  not  required  is  determined  by 
using  registers.  Commercial  and  noncommercial 
users  are  subject  to  the  same  requirements  and 
restrictions.  The  Roswell  District  commercial  use 
policy  for  caves  sets  commercial  use  at  a maximum  of 
20  percent  of  the  total  use  of  the  specific  cave  for 
which  a permit  is  sought.  However,  lower  commercial 
use  limits  may  be  established  in  individual  cave 
management  plans.  Currently,  commercial  use  of 
caves  is  less  than  one  percent  of  the  total  visitation  of 
caves. 

97-5  The  intent  of  ACECs  is  not  to  exclude  all 
resource  uses,  but  to  focus  attention  on  the  special 
management  needs  of  a resource  or  value.  In  some 
situations,  livestock  grazing  would  be  a viable 
management  tool.  There  are  two  ACECs  where 
livestock  grazing  would  not  be  authorized:  the  Roswell 
Cave  Complex  and  Mescalero  Sands.  For  ACECs 
where  livestock  grazing  would  be  allowed,  grazing 
management  would  be  developed  to  ensure  the 
protection  of  the  resources  which  for  which  the  ACEC 
is  being  managed.  In  addition,  the  BLM  would 
prescribe  a desired  plant  community  (DPC)  for  the 
ACEC  which  may  not  be  the  potential  natural  plant 
community  as  described  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  range  site  descriptions.  In  some  cases,  the 
natural  plant  community  may  no  longer  be  attainable 
due  to  existing  environmental  or  vegetation  conditions, 
without  measures  to  manipulate  existing  vegetative 
conditions. 

97-6  The  RMP  does  not  prescribe  a percentage  of 
forage  allocated  to  wildlife.  Under  Alternatives  A and 
E,  45  percent  utilization  of  the  available  livestock 
forage  is  allocated.  In  addition,  the  desired  plant 
community  objective  for  each  community  type  takes 
into  account  the  needs  for  wildlife.  Specific  DPCs 
would  be  developed  for  management  areas 
(watersheds,  allotments,  or  entire  community  types) 
and  would  include  wildlife  forage  goals,  such  as  the  45 
percent  utilization  levels  that  are  currently  assigned  to 
key  livestock  forage.  This  would  require  the 
implementation  of  vegetation  monitoring  for  wildlife 
forage  in  conjunction  with  current  vegetation 
monitoring  now  in  place  for  determining  livestock 
forage  allocations. 

97-7  The  method  of  control  would  be  dictated  by  the 
type  of  insect  infestation  and  other  factors.  The 
Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service  of  the 
USDA  conducts  insect  control  on  public  lands  in 
cooperation  with  the  BLM.  The  BLM  requires  that  all 
alternatives  available  through  integrated  pest 
management  be  considered.  Integrated  pest 
management  methods  Include,  but  are  not  limited  to. 
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1-13  W«  iupport  the  consolidation  of  public  lands  and  feel 
that  Iradinl  with  the  state  or  other  entities  will,  in 
th*  lon|  run,  sake  for  a sore  efficient  organisation.  We  do 
not  support  a net  loss  in  public  lands  unless  that  is 
necessary  to  acquire  a riparian  area  or  siailar  site  that 
would  be  sore  valuable. 
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2-16  In  considering  controls  of  insects  which  is  the 
preferred  aethod  of  control?  Is  it  cheaical, 
sechanical  or  biological?  We  prefer  biological,  then 
aechanical  control . 

2-42  We  note  with  great  agreeaent  that  BLM  is  even 

considering  the  re-e s tabl i shaent  of  Black-footed 
Perrets  onto  public  land  in  SE  New  Mexico.  This  will  of 
course  have  to  be  preceded  by  the  establ ishaent  of  soae 
historic  prairie  dog  colonies.  We  firaly  support  activities 
of  this  sort  but  think  it  can  probably  go  a step  farther.  If 
ferrets  and  prairie  dogs  are  going  to  be  re-established,  why 
not  pick  an  area  in  which  Gray  Wolves  can  also  bo  re- 
established? There  is  an  abundance  of  public  land  in 
southern  New  Mexico  and  an  experiaental  pack  would  certainly 
be  in  order. 

2-49  We  firaly  believe  that  produced  water  should  not  be 
stored  in  open  pits  anywhere  in  the  resource  areas. 
These  toxic  aalerials  should  be  injected  back  into  the 
ground.  I hsve  correspondence  from  the  US  Departaent  of 
Energy  which  states  that  between  90-96*  of  all  produced  water 
in  the  country  is  Injected  back  into  the  strata  froa  which  it 
was  resoved.  why  can't  this  be  done  rather  than  storing  it 
on  the  surface  where  it  will  only  cause  acre  probleas? 

All  pits  should  be  reclaiaed  and  replanted  with  native 
vegetation. 
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2*68  Ve  fully  »upport  the  »c<jui*ition  of  lend  elon|  the  Rio 
Bonilo.  Wje  support  livestock  grazing  in  Ihll 

riparian  area  under  any  c i rcuas tance  1 ».  The  idea  of 
cultivated  crops  to  attract  wildlife  doesn't  sees  necessary 
either.  Why  won’t  establishing  the  native  plant  coMunities 
be  enough? 


3-13  We  support  restriction  of  OHV  use  and  would  hope  that 
any  aacrifice  areas  designated  for  OHV  use  will  be 
areas  that  already  have  largely  been  iapacted  by  huaan 
activities.  It  aakes  no  sense  to  dedicate  a piece  of  land 
that  is  in  good  shape  to  this  type  of  activity. 


3-lS  We  support  the  proposed  wilderness  areas  outlined  in 

this  passage  and  aupport  every  effort  to  move  thea  froa 
proposed  wilderness  areas  to  facLo  wilderness  areas. 
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3-22  We  support  Halting  occupancy  on  slopes  greatar  than 
lOX. 

3-28  Vc  arc  deeply  concerned  about  the  current  status  of 
Leaser  Prairie  Chickens  on  public  lands  In  SE  New 
Mexico.  We  recognise  that  part  of  this  la  due  to  current 
drought  conditions  but  this  bird  has  been  in  auch-reduced 
nuabera  and  range  for  aany  years.  We  don't  feel  that  anyone 
has  any  current  inforaalion  on  the  atatua  of  this  bird  and 
that  aany  agencies  are  just  waiting  for  aoaeonc  to  do 
aoaething  about  it.  We  feel  that  elialnatlng  oil  and  gas  use 
froa  areas  600  aetera  froa  all  known  leka  is  better  than  the 
400  aetera  recoaaended  in  Alternative  B.  We  eleo  think  that 
oil  and  gas  activity  near  lekt  should  be  restricted  during 
the  periods  1 February- August  31. 

Leaser  Prairie  Chickens  occupy  only  a reanant  of  their 
range.  BLM  needs  to  institute  a etudy  that  will  deteraine: 

1.  All  known  and  historic  leka. 

2.  Pood  habits  through  the  year. 

3.  The  effect  of  grazing  and  Shinnery  Oak  control  on 
nuabera . 

4.  The  effect  of  oil  and  gaa  act ivitiea( especially  puap 
jacks  without  aufflers)  on  lek  activity. 

5.  Radio  teleaetry  of  Lesser  Prairie  Chickens. 

6.  Genetic  analysis  to  deteraine  pedigree  of  groups  and 
whether  or  not  inbreeding  has  begun  to  occur  in  groups, 
particularly  those  that  are  saall  and  isolated. 

If  this  study  la  initiated  we  would  like  to  receive  a 
copy  of  the  proposed  study  outlines. 

3-52  We  do  not  aupport  efforts  by  BLM  to  identify  the 

"alleged*  UPO  crash  aitea  and  to  interpret  thea  for  the 
public.  With  very  Halted  resources  available  to  BLM  this 
doesn’t  seea  to  be  the  beat  use  of  aoney.  The  aoney  should 
be  used  to  enhance  the  environaent  for  wildlife  or  to  provide 
for  aore  law  enforceaent  personnel. 


3-63  We  are  deeply  concerned  about  the  status  of  the  Plains 
or  Texas  White-tailed  Deer  in  New  Mexico.  The  New 
Mexico  population  is  extreaely  threatened  and  receives  no 
protection  other  than  at  a gaae  aniaal.  Poraerly  it  was 
widespread  in  SE  New  Mexico  but  now  ia  holding  on  in  only  a 
couple  of  isolated  pockets.  This  aniaal  should  be  on  the 
stete  T/E  Hat.  There  docs  not  appear  to  be  any  true 
aanageaent  echeae  or  directive  presented  in  the  RMP/EIS.  Our 
feeling  la: 

1.  That  BLH  should  institute  a study  of  this  aniaal  on  BLM 
lands  in  SE  New  Mexico. 

2.  The  core  areas  of  use  should  be  identified  end  the 


prevention  and  education,  and  biological,  cultural, 
mechanical,  and  chemical  methods.  Given  a variety 
of  viable  alternatives,  the  most  cost  effective  method 
would  be  chosen. 

97-8  We  have  not  proposed  to  reintroduce  any 
threatened  or  endangered  species  on  public  land. 
Initiating  reintroduction  of  species  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS).  We 
said  in  the  Draft  RMP  that  we  would  implement 
USFWS  recovery  plans  on  public  land.  The  selection 
of  sites  for  gray  wolf  introductions  would  be  conducted 
by  the  USFWS.  The  extent  of  BLM  participation  in  the 
process  is  not  wholly  known  at  this  time. 

97-9  Much  of  the  produced  water  is  disposed  of  by 
underground  injection.  Produced  water  disposal  is 
regulated  under  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  No.  7 (43 
CFR  3160),  which  states  that  underground  injection  is 
the  preferred  method  of  disposal.  When  disposal  in 
pits  is  approved,  however,  there  are  certain  design 
requirements  to  protect  the  environment.  These 
include  locating  the  pit  away  from  drainage  ways, 
providing  adequate  storage  capacity,  fencing  to 
exclude  livestock  and  wildlife,  and  providing  bird 
deterrents  (e.g.,  flagging  or  netting).  Also,  refer  to 
response  112-36. 

97-10  Livestock  grazing,  as  a management  tool,  is  an 
option  for  the  Rio  Bonito  acquired  lands,  on  tracts  that 
could  support  grazing.  Grazing  preferences  would  not 
be  established.  At  this  time,  we  feel  that  livestock 
grazing  may  not  be  practical  due  to  the  size  of  the 
tracts,  but  should  be  considered  and  options  retained 
in  the  event  grazing  could  be  used  to  manipulate 
vegetation.  For  example,  we  may  prescribe  grazing 
on  a tract  to  reduce  potential  fire  hazards  (fuels)  due 
to  the  proximity  of  the  town  of  Lincoln  and  dwellings  in 
the  valley. 

The  BLM  acquired  water  rights  along  with  the  land  in 
the  Rio  Bonito  exchange.  There  are  areas  which  can 
support  cultivated  crops  that  would  benefit  wildlife, 
while  demonstrating  beneficial  use  of  the  water.  Some 
benefits  of  allowing  agricultural  activities  include 
maintaining  trees  established  along  irrigation  ditches, 
moist  soils  management  for  waterfowl,  food  production 
for  numerous  wildlife  species,  establishing  a tree 
nursery  for  native  plants  to  be  used  in  plantings,  and 
creating  open  water  through  development  of  small 
reservoirs. 

97-11  The  cost  of  trying  to  identify  the  alleged  UFO 
crash  site(s)  would  be  minimal-basically  spending 
some  staff  time  for  investigation  or  research.  The 
BLM  would  spend  little  or  no  spend  money  on 
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environacnt  in  those  areas  enhanced  for  this  species  and 
that  oil  and  gas  and  ranching  activities  be  aodified 
where  necessary. 

3.  That  BUM  should  encourage  additional  protection  by  the 
New  Mexico  Departaent  of  Gaac  and  Pish  including 
addition  of  this  species  to  the  state  T/E  list  and 
reaoval  of  this  species  froa  the  hunting  list  in  the  S£ 
corner  of  the  state. 

4.  Encourage  the  New  Mexico  Departaent  of  Gaae  and  Pish  to 
restrict  any  deer  hunting  in  areas  that  Vhite*tailed 
Deer  are  known  to  occur  in  the  SE  corner  of  New  Mexico. 

Secretary  Babbitt  continually  talks  about  avoiding 
"train  wrecks"  when  dealing  with  endangered  or  threatened 
species.  He  feels  that  we  need  to  look  down  the  road  and 
provide  viable  protection  for  species  be  fora  they  reach  the 
critical  point  of  no  return.  It  would  seen  appropriate  to  do 
this  for  the  Vhi  te-> tsi  led  Deer  subspecies  that  has  alaost 
been  eliainated  froa  SE  New  Mexico. 
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3'6S  There  are  not  163  species  of  shorebirds  using  the  area 
outlined  in  this  part  of  the  report.  This  nusber  aust 
refer  to  the  total  nusber  of  species  recorded  froa  here. 


3~66  We  support  every  effort  to  protect  the  Hescalero  Dunes 
Sagebrush  Lizard  including  excluding  oil  and  gas 
operations  and  grazing  where  necessary. 

AP16*2  There  are  several  errors  in  the  listing  of  special 
status  species  for  the  Carlsbad  area.  These  say 
represent  only  typographical  errors  but  should  be  corrected 
in  any  case.  They  include;  Peregrine  Falcon,  not  Pereqine 
Falcon,  Long-billed  Curlew,  not  Longbilled  Curlew,  White- 
faced Ibis,  not  White-Faced  Ibis,  Bell's  Vireo,  not  Bell's 
Viereo,  Southwestern  Willow  Flycatcher,  not  Southwestern 
Wilow  Flycatcher . 


AP17-2  Only  one  error  in  naaing  was  noted  here.  It  should 
be  Southwestern  Willow  Flycatcher,  not  Southwestern 
Wil  Flycatcher. 


We  also  would  like  to  know  what  water  quality  standards  are 
to  be  used?  How  such  pollution  of  water  sources  will  be 
allowed  and  by  which  contasinants? 
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We  think  Shinnery  Oak  control  should  be  halted  until  it  can 
be  deterained  what  effect  this  has  on  White-tailed  Deer  and 
Lesser  Prairie  Chicken  populations.  How  such  of  the  force 
behind  Shinnery  Oak  control  is  coming  fros  the  ranching 
community  to  provide  sore  grass  for  cattls? 


interpretation  of  the  site(s)  unless  there  was  proof  the 
event  happened  and  the  location(s)  were  known. 
Also,  refer  to  response  143-7. 

97-12  The  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and 
Fish  (NMDGF)  has  the  responsibility  for  the 
management  of  game  species,  including  hunting  and 
the  listing  of  state-level  endangered  species.  The 
BLM  is  working  with  the  NMDGF  and  other 
professionals  concerned  about  the  white-tails  within 
the  Mescalero  Sands  ecosystem.  White-tails  have  not 
been  documented  during  recent  aerial  surveys 
conducted  by  the  BLM  and  NMDGF.  The  BLM  will 
continue  to  seek  funding  for  joint  BLM  and  NMDGF 
studies  of  this  species  for  Mescalero  Sands,  and  other 
areas  within  the  District. 

97-13  A reference  to  the  number  of  shorebirds 
species  is  found  on  page  3-65  of  the  Draft  RMP.  The 
163  species  stated  in  the  comment  may  be  a 
typographical  error.  Since  a revised  figure  was  not 
offered,  the  figure  will  remain  193  species  of 
shorebirds  as  the  total  number  of  species  recorded 
from  this  area.  We  have  clarified  the  passage  in 
question  by  modifying  the  text.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

97-14  The  special  status  species  list  has  been 
revised,  and  corrections  have  been  made,  as  needed. 


p*ge  6 

26  February  1995 

We  lupporV  the  pointing  of  oil  equipment  so  thst  they  will 
blend  in  with  the  environment. 

We  think  there  should  be  more  enforcement  in  s vide  veriety 
of  eress.  Too  meny  oil  pads  ere  not  being  reclaimed  and 
there  is  also  too  much  reaoval  of  native  vegetation  from 
public  lands  for  commercial  use.  We  know  BLM  is  not 
sanctioning  the  reaoval  of  such  vegetation  but  it 
still  appears  to  be  happening.  We  feel  BLM  should  spend  more 
money  on  law  enforcement  personnel  and  less  money  on 
developing  additional  trails  and  roads. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  proposal. 

We  look  forward  to  receiving  a copy  of  the  final  pl^n  and  in 
working  with  you  on  this  and  other  activities  in  the  future. 

Sincerely, 

IaJ 

Steve  West,  President 

Chihuahuan  Desert  Conservation  Alliance 


97-15  The  special  status  species  list  has  been 
revised,  and  corrections  have  been  made,  as  needed. 

97-16  The  context  of  these  questions  is  not  clear.  In 
general.  State  water  quality  standards  would  apply. 
Under  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  E), 
degradation  of  water  quality  would  be  prevented 
whenever  practicable.  Exceptions  would  be  possible 
when  standards  more  stringent  than  State  and  federal 
standards  would  result  in  increased  economic  costs 
that  exceed  environmental  benefits.  The  State  water 
quality  standards  and  Antidegradation  policy  are 
available  from  the  New  Mexico  Water  Quality  Control 
Commission. 

97-17  Shinnery  oak  control  ceased  in  1993.  On-going 
and  planned  studies  are  targeted  in  the  Mescalero 
Sands  ecosystem  for  the  sand  dunes  lizard,  lesser 
prairie  chicken  and  Plains  white-tailed  deer. 
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February  20,  1995 

Samsy  and  Ann  Clark 
1617  Thomason  Road 
Carlsbad.  Nev  Mexico  86220 

David  Stout  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
BLK  Rosvell  District  Office 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Rosvell,  Nev  Mexico  88201 
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941369 


Dear  Nr . Stout: 


1 


He  are  protesting  the  implementation  of  the  FMP/EIS  for  the 
Carlsbad  and  Rosvell  Resource  Area.  The  current  trend  in 
Congress  at  this  time  to  reduce  the  deficit  and  balance 
the  budget  is  not  being  reflected  in  any  of  the  Alternatives 
offered  as  they  are  all  very  costly  to  implement. 

Alternative  E (Preferred)  is  more  heavily  veighted  toward 
environmental  protection  and  places  undue  restrictions  on 
ranching  and  oil  and  gas  industries.  The  following  comments 
are  a few  but  not  all  of  the  concerns  ve  have  with  this 
document . 


2 I 

3 I 


1.  The  document  as  a whole  vas  too  complex  to  be 
digested  in  the  short  period  allotted  for  comments. 

2.  Coincides  with  the  Rangeland  Reform  ‘94  which  has 
not  been  implemented. 
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3.  Fences  on  allotments  are  ovned  and  maintained  by 
ranchers.  We  question  your  authority  to  remove, 
replace,  alter  or  purchase  these  without  consent  of 
the  owner . ( 2 - 29 ) 
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4.  We  do  not  believe  that  3LM  or  Forest  Service  have 
any  beneficial  use  of  water  and  should  not  be  able 
to  gain  control  of  water  so  badly  needed  by  the 
agriculture  and  industries.  (2-179) 
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5.  The  environmental  consequences  are  based  on 
judgements,  projections,  and  assumptions.  Too  much 
uncertainty  and  not  enough  proven  facts.  (4-1) 

6.  Environmental  groups  who  have  a loud  voice  in  the 
management  of  public  lands  have  no  money  invested, 
contribute  nothing  to  the  county  tax  base,  provide 
no  jobs,  produce  nothing  of  value  and  their  agenda 
is  in  direct  conflict  with  those  who  do.  This  is 
against  all  rules  of  a democratic  society  that 
encourages  free  enterprise,  not  destroys  it.  (4-68) 


98-1  Implementation  of  the  RMP  for  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area  and  the  RMPA  for  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  cannot  begin  until  an  Approved  Plan 
and  Record  of  Decision  has  been  prepared.  We 
estimate  that  this  may  occur  late  in  1996.  We 
presume  you  use  the  term  "protesting"  in  the  context 
of  not  being  in  favor  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS.  The 
term  "protest"  has  a specific,  procedural  meaning  with 
respect  to  the  RMP.  Participants  in  the  planning 
process  will  have  a 30-day  opportunity  to  protest  the 
Proposed  RMP/RMPA/Final  EIS.  Instructions  for  filing 
a protest  are  included  in  the  Proposed 
RMP/RMPA/Final  EIS.  Also,  refer  to  responses  29-7, 
39-2  and  53-7. 

98-2  Comment  noted. 

98-3  Refer  to  response  59-3. 

98-4  Refer  to  responses  28-28  and  73-4. 

98-5  Refer  to  responses  28-31,  50-4  and  65-16. 

98-6  Refer  to  responses  39-6  and  53-4. 
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7;  No  informition  presented  at  to  cost  of  implementing 
»ny  or  all  of  these  management  plans.  (Page  ?) 

8.  The  benefits  to  the  public  as  opposed  to  the  cost  is 
not  addressed .( Page? ) 

We  sincerly  hope  that  you  take  our  comments  and  protests 
Into  consideration  as  we  feel  in  the  past  our  concerns  have 
not  been  addressed  but  just  administratively  dismissed. 

Sincerely, 

Sivty  d.  CUrk^  , 

Ann  Clark 


98-7  Refer  to  responses  29-7  and  53-7. 
98-8  Refer  to  response  29-8. 
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rabrutry  J7,  1995 


Hr.  David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Toaa  Laadar 

Kaaourca  Nanagaaant  Plan 

Buraau  of  Land  Nanaqaaant 

1717  M.  Ind  Straat 

Roawall,  NN  ItlOl 


Daar  Hr.  Stout: 

I hava  just  flnlshad  raadlng  axcerpts  froa  tha  Roswall  Rasourca 
Manaqaaant  Plan/Envlronnantal  lapact  Stataaant  (RMP/EIS)  and  a 
lattar  Issued  by  Hs.  Leslie  H.  Cone  dated  January  20,  1995.  1 
appreciate  tha  opportunity  to  coasent  on  tha  Plan. 

For  startara,  I do  not  Ilka  tha  fact  that  tha  RKP/EIS  axarclses 
Bora  raqrulatlon  than  already  exists  on  ths  rasourca  user.  At  a 
tlaa  vhan  our  fadaral  bud9at  deficit  Is  at  an  all  tlaa  high  and  our 
national  elections  Illustrated  tha  frustration  of  citizens  vlth  tha 
leadership  In  our  govarnaant,  this  Manageaant  Plan  calls  for 
additional  fadaral  aaployaas  for  ovarslght  of  buraaucracy. 
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I hava  saan  no  cost  benefit  analysis  conducted  on  tha  areas  that 
are  proposed  for  additional  regulation.  The  Plan  does  not  define 
tha  aconoalc  beneficial  use  that  will  be  lost  due  to  enacting  tha 
Manageaant  Plan. 
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I do  not  understand  why  you  feel  drilling  operations  are 
datrlaental  to  pralrla  chicken  and  lizard  habitat.  I reaeaber  whan 
drilling  platforas  located  offshore  Texas  were  an  envlronaental 
concern.  If  those  platforas  were  never  constructed  because  of 
govemaental  bureaucracy,  we  would  have  never  realized  tha 
treaendous  habitat  that  these  structures  provided  for  aarlne  life. 
I aa  not  suggesting  that  drilling  rigs  will  provide  habitat  for 
prairie  chickens  and  lizards,  howevsr,  I do  not  bellevs  that  tha 
suggestion  that  drilling  operations  sre  hazardous  to  prairie 
chicken  and  lizard  habitat  Is  justified.  Please  bring  forth  and 
share  the  overvhelaing  proof  that  drilling  operations  are  bad  for 
these  habitats.  Expanding  restrictions  on  these  areas  is 
unwarranted,  and  furtheraore,  the  currently  restricted  areas  should 
be  opened  up  upon  evidence  of  increasing  anlaal  populations. 


99-1  You  apparently  are  making  an  assumption  that 
the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  calls  for  additional  federal 
employees,  since  the  plan  does  not  address  that  topic. 
Actually,  we  are  in  a downsizing  mode  with  respect  to 
numbers  of  employees  and  funding.  Refer  to 
responses  39-2  and  53-7, 

99-2  Refer  to  response  29-8. 

99-3  Refer  to  response  39-5. 


d K^ne. 


Hr.  David  Stout,  RXP/EI8  Taaa  Laadar 
Rasourca  Manageaent  Plan 
Buraau  of  Land  Hanagaaant 
Pabruary  27,  1995 
Paga  2 
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In  closing,  I would  Ilka  to  stata  that  It  Bust  not  ba  assuaad  that 
oil  and  gas  or  any  othar  oparstlons  advarsaly  lapact  fadaral  lands. 
Any  ragulatlons  proposad  for  fadaral  land  Bust  ba  basad  on  avldanca 
and  not  spaculstlon,  and  hava  sound  aconoalc  basis  for  anactaant. 
X ballava  that  furthar  ragulatlon  of  public  land  via  tha  RMP-B18  la 
ixnwarrantad  and  laprudant,  1 would  bopa  that  tha  ilM  will  not 
staaaroll  tha  taxpayars  onca  again  with  big  govarnaant  buraaucracy. 
In  ordar  to  avaluata  tha  aconoalc  lapact  that  this  plan  will  hava 
at  both  tha  stata  and  fadaral  laval,  aora  data  Is  naadad. 

Thank  you  for  consldaring  thasa  coaaants  and  I look  forward  to 
furthar  Input  as  I aa  glvan  opportunity. 


Yours  vary  truly, 


99-4  Refer  to  responses  39-6,  39-7  and  53-1 . 


JOl/sr/BLHstout . Itr 

xc:  Sanator  Fata  Doaenlcl-Roswall  Offlca 

Senator  Jaff  Blngaaan-Roswall  Offlca 
Representatlva  Joa  Skeen-Roswall  Offlca 
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David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roswell  District  Office 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  New’  Mezioo  88201 
February  26,  1996 


Dear  Sir. 
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I would  like  to  thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Roswell 
Resource  Management  Plan/'  Environmental  Impact  Statement  My  primary 
interest  in  this  area  it  the  conditioD  of  the  itreams  and  riparian  areas.  I as  a member 
of  the  Mesilli  Valley  nyfishers  have  done  a oonsiderable  amount  o(  work  to  improve 
fiah  habitat  on  Fort  Stanton. 

Tlie  RMP  shows  that  a lot  of  work  went  into  developing  five  workable  alternatives. 
Alternative  E (the  preferred  alternative)  has  a good  balance  between  resource  use 
and  environmental  protection.  This  it  important  if  we  are  to  continue  to  make  a living 
and  still  have  a livable  earth  in  the  future. 

I have  a few  comments  on  some  items  in  the  preferred  alternative.  Under  Vegetation 
Management  you  state  that  *Vegetation  treatzoents  to  influence  the  Desirable  Plant 
Community  would  be  considered  at  the  following  threshold  levels:*.  Then  you  lift 
several  plants  with  plantVacre  threshold  levels. ! wonder  if  it  wouldn't  be  better  to 
treat  some  non-native  plants  (example  salt  cedar)  before  they  become  that 
numerous. 
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Under  Rio  Booito  Acquired  Lands  you  sty  if  grazing  is  allowed  it  will  be  in  late  arinter 
or  early  spring.  I understand  that  in  some  southwestern  areas  that  cattle  can  do 
considerable  damage  to  willows  (a  desirable  riparian  plant)  when  they  begin  to  bud 
out  If  that  is  a problem  on  the  Rio  Bonito  Acquired  Lands,  other  times  should  be  used 
for  example  late  fall  and  early  winter.  You  also  state  that  d5%  of  the  current  years 
forage  growth  would  remain  after  til  uses.  Grazing  should  be  limited  to  40%  in 
riparian  areas. 


I In  the  ares  of  Fisheries  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  you  list  stream  banh 
stabilization  structures,  but  not  fish  habitat  structures. 


Please  keep  my  name  on  the  mailing  list  for  the  RosweU  Resource  Area  Resource 
Management  ^an  and  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  my  reoommendatioDa, 
please  contact  me  at  (915)  568-0696  or  evenings  at  (505)  522-4236. 1 look  forward  to 
working  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  improve  recreationa]  opportunities 
while  supporting  multiple  use  in  the  Fort  Stanton  area. 


Tight  lines. 


100-1  We  have  removed  saltcedar  from  the  list  of 
treatment  thresholds  and  have  added  saltcedar 
treatment  to  the  list  of  standard  practices  that  would 
be  employed  to  meet  plant  community  management 
objectives.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

100-2  If  livestock  grazing  is  allowed  on  the  Rio  Bonito 
acquired  lands,  it  would  be  used  as  a vegetation 
management  tool  for  such  things  as  fuel  reduction, 
and  not  necessarily  in  riparian  areas.  Any  grazing  on 
the  acquired  lands  would  be  carefully  monitored. 
Careful  observations  would  be  made  of  the  amount 
and  type  of  forage  being  removed.  At  nearby  Fort 
Stanton,  we  have  not  found  a conflict  between  the 
timing  of  grazing  by  cattle  and  the  budding  of  the 
willows.  Also,  refer  to  response  87-16. 

100-3  We  have  included  the  use  of  fish  habitat 
structures  under  Fisheries  and  Aquatic  Habitat 
Management.  Refer  to  Table  34  and. the  Proposed 
Plan. 


Rotvell  Dl«trict  Office 

1717  West  Second  Street 

Roswell*  New  Mexico  86201 

Deer  Sire: 

Comcents  ere  respectively  subcitted  on  the  Roswell  Resource 

Xree  Dreft  Resource  Menegement  Plen/Snvironeientel  lapect 

Steteaent. 

1.  The  Netionel  Renglelend  Refora  ETS  end  the  Blologicel 
Conference  Report  on  peges  166*198*  hes  the  saae  in- 
foraetion  contained  as  the  local. 

2.  The  local  RHP/CIS  lapleaenta  seaaonal  reducing  atocking 
rates  or  no  grating  in  riparian,  endangered  apeciea* 
wildlife  habitat  and  XCECa.  Page  2*165. 

3.  Does  not  prcaote  or  encourage  the  econonic  use  of  live- 
stock grating. 

4.  This  does  not  follow  the  Taylor  Grating  Act,  which  was 
to  stabilize  the  livestock  1 ndus try , . not  to  destroy  it. 

5.  The  focus  Is  on  non-use  and  preservation.  This  it  not 
cost  effective  for  the  Federal  Agency  to  administer. 

6.  Plan  causes  financial  burdens  on  permittees  who  graze 
full  time  on  federal  lands. 

7.  Plan  is  econonically  detrimental  to  states  and  counties* 
bacause  of  raductlons  In  taxes  and  federal  royalty. 

8.  RMP/EIS  Is  not  defined  and  the  language  is  too  broad. 

9.  Page  4*1  * Environmental  consequences  are  based  on  oil 
and  livestock  industries.  What  about  natural  disasters, 
droughts,  or  floods? 


101-1  Refer  to  responses  50-10  and  59-3 
101-2  Refer  to  response  75-2. 

101-3  Refer  to  responses  75-3  and  75-5. 
101-4  Refer  to  responses  50-3  and  75-4. 
101-5  Refer  to  response  39-8. 

101-6  Refer  to  responses  75-3  and  75-5. 
101-7  Refer  to  response  39-7. 

101-8  Refer  to  responses  50-10  and  97-1 
101-9  Refer  to  response  50-7. 
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101-10  Refer  to  response  39-3 


10.  ACECt  art  not  otccstary/  Congress  has  set  aside  acreage 
on  a national  basis  to  preserve  unique  resources. 

11.  Plan  Is  usurping  water  and  fencing  lavs  of  New  Mexico. 
BLH  and  Forest  Service  do  not  have  a beneficial  use 
for  water.  Page  2 • 179. 

12.  NEPA  analysis  is  vea^  on  socio-econonics . if  common 
management  or  alternative  E is  implemented.  This  would 
be  close  to  alternative  of  no  grazing. 

13.  BLM  employees  toot  three  years  working  on  the  RMP/EIS. 
Only  one  hundred  twenty  days  are  given  to  us  to  make 
comments.  BLM  had  discussion  groups  and  advisors  made 
up  of  citizens  from  Industries  and  environmental  people, 
two  meeting  in  Carlsbad,  and  two  meeting  in  Roswell. 

Not  one  suggestion  by  these  groups  was  used. 


Sincerely, 


101-11  Refer  to  responses  28-31  and  50-4  relative  to 
water  laws,  and  28-28,  46-1  and  73-4  relative  to 
fencing  laws. 

101-12  Refer  to  responses  39-7,  65-3  and  75-3. 
101-13  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1,  50-1  and  50-2. 


Tom  and  Manni.  B.aia 
1001  N.  Halaou.no  St. 

Carlsbad,  NM  B6220 

27  February^  1995 

David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  lean  L.ader 
Bureau  of  Land  Manaoenent 
Roswell  District  Office 
1717  W.  2nd  St. 

Roswell,  HM  88201-2019 

RE:  Resource  Management  Plan 
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Dear  Mr.  Stout: 

After  going  over  the  various  RMP  alternatives,  Alternative  B comes 
closer  to  our  views  than  the  rest,  but  we  still  have  steveral 
concerns  about  your  land  use  proposals.  They  are  as  follows: 

Prairie  chickens:  The  lesser  prairie  chicken  now  occupies 
only  a tiny  fraction  of  its  historic  range.  We  suggest  that 
all  oil  and  gas  production  be  kept  at  least  600  meters  away 
from  known  prairie  chicken  sites,  and  that  all  production 
equipment  either  has  a muffler,  or  is  electric. 

Texas  white-tailed  deer:  We  urge  the  BLM  to  work  with  the 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish  in  closing  hunting  of  these 
animals  east  of  the  Pecos  until  a study  can  be  undertaken  to 
determine  their  population  and  status. 

U.F  0 Site:  We  see  no  sense  in  wasting  tax  dollars  that  could 
be  spent  on  much  mere  pressing  matters  to  protect  this  alleged 
site . 

Caves:  We  recommend  that  all  B.L.M.  caves  be  closed  to  all 
commercial  use. 

Heronries-  We  recommend  that  no  oil  or  gas  production  be 
allowed  within  800  meters  of  known  heronries.  This  may  be 
moot  in  the  case  of  the  lagunas  heronry  if  it  is  all 
undermined  by  the  potash  operation. 

Dune  sagebrush  litard:  We  agree  that  ORV  use  should  be 
restricted  from  this  lizards'  habitat. 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  recommendations. 


Very  truly  yours, 

Tom  Bern is  Mannie  Bern is 


102-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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HC  12  Bex  IS20 
RotwtU.  Stw  .Vttxieo  tS20I 


Ftbmary  14,1995 


To  Whom  it  May  Conctm: 


1 


3 


Kt:  RotwtU  RMP/EIS: 

Tht  rtsponst  timt  aOovtd  for  tht  public  ix  Jar  too  tri„.  _ hcd  thrti  jtart  to 

work  on  the  RMF/EIS  ond  numtrous  ptoplt  woHdni  on  U;  thi  privatt  citiun  has  120  days 
and  must  accumulate  ail  tht  necessary  facts  individually,  U would  have  been  mart  appropriate 
to  have  had  a longer  response  period  hiblU  money  was  used  for  gyoup  meetinp  for 
comments  in  Carlsbad  and  RosweB  and  not  one  suggestion  made  by  these  groups  was  used  u 
the  RMP/EfS.  Since  public  money  was  used,  it  would  have  been  appropriate  to  incorporate 
comments  from  those  meetinp. 

Range  Improvement  (Hnership  is  severely  impacted  in  the  RMF/EJS,  The  improvements  have 
been  made  at  the  permiaee  expense  and  it  is  proposed  in  the  RMP  that  the  BLSf  control  those 
improvements.  That  is  would  be  a taking.  The  permittee  has  ownership  of  all  the  range 
improvements  and  he  should  control  them,  he  paid  for  the  improvements,  page  2-20 

The  Roswell  RSiP/EtS  does  not  encourage  or  promote  the  economic  use  of  livestock  gnting 
on  public  lands.  It  implements  seasonal  reducing  stocking  rates  or  no  grasng  in  riparian, 
wildlife  habitat,  and  for  endangered  species  and  ACECS.  If  these  goals  are  achieved,  we  the 
rancher  will  be  out  of  business.  Livestock  grazing  cannot  be  utilized  beneficially  if  it  is 
interrupted  arbitrarily  or  even  seasonally.  The  Permittee  using  the  land  is  the  best  source 
for  determining  beneficial  use.  The  RMP/E/S  appears  to  place  greater  value  on  the  plant 
community  than  animal  productivity.  This  does  not  follow  Taylor  Crating  Act,  which  was  to 
stabilize,  not  destroy  or  de-stabiliv  tht  livestock  industry.  It  also  causes  financial  burdens  on 
the  permiaee  who  grazes  full  time  on  federal  lands.  It  is  anti-graang.  Page  2-165 


The  RMP/EIS  takes  over  the  waur  and  fencing  laws  of  New  Mexico.  State  Rights  must 
prevail.  The  BLM  and  Forest  Service  do  not  have  beneficial  use  for  water.  The  permiaee 
does.  The  BLM  and  Forest  Service  do  not  have  water  rights.  The  permiaee  holds  water 
rights  in  Sew  Mexico.  Page  2-179 


Special  status  is  given  to  wildlife  at  the  expense  of  livestock  grazing.  WHdtift  use  of  water 
would  take  precedence  over  livestock  in  control  of  water  use.  This  is  not  a multiple-use 


103-1  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1,  50-1,  and  50-2. 


103-2  Refer  to  response  28-28. 


103-3  Refer  to  responses  50-3,  75-2,  75-3,  75-4,  and 
75-5. 


103-4  Refer  to  responses  28-31  and  50-4  relative  to 
water  laws,  and  28-28,  46-1  and  73.-4  relative  to 
fencing  laws. 

103-5  It  is  unclear  how  this  would  occur.  The  current 
inventory  for  the  Roswell  District  shows  more  than  650 
waters  are  used  primarily  for  livestock,  whereas  less 
than  50  are  used  primarily  for  wildlife.  Fortunately, 
water  developments  usually  benefit  both  wildlife  and 
livestock.  Also,  refer  to  responses  39-7  and  39-8. 
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//  ixfocux.4  « ,^urv<uu,^  and  RUnm  ixuixcos,  xJficUHt  pUx 

odimmxur.  II  rtductt  fnltral  royalty  and  laxt,  M At  eoauy  and  BaU.  Fatt  2-l»l  lt3 

Tht  Ernroam.auU  coastqutaet.  art  baud  «.  li.tsuul,  oad  «/  iadutuu,.  I,  dots  no,  «> 
««.  accoant  aortal  daaxun  or  oAtr  ustrs.  Tht  KMF/aS  ix  biasti  and  basicaUy  a a 
traant  plaa.  Ii  a btastd.  Fatt  4-1  a ■ 

niKMF/EIS  ix  OM  dtJUttd,  Uuioo  ttotral  ia  Uafuatt  ohuh  Uaots  laaphoitt  for  At  BL 

/O'-  Ptmiatt.  h it  a bartaacra 
docamtal  which  Uovt,  out  At  slalt,  coumty,  oad  ptmitut  A At  dtcisioa  maJdnt  pnscts, 

Tht  BMP  dots  1,01  lakt  uio  account  At  impact  on  Ac  tconomy  ofSauAtasUn  Ntw  MtxU 
wiU  be  odtently  impacud.  Tht  BUM  Aouid  b<  focuttd  < 
ust  plant  and  haw  best  la  use  At  resources  on  At  public  lands.  FLF.14A  rtquir 


Please  take  these  comments  into  account  and  revise  the 
stand  and  to  encourage  livestock  gating. 


RMP/EIS  to  encourage  a multiple-use 


103-6  Refer  to  responses  39-6,  39-7,  50-7,  65-3  and 

75-3. 

103-7  Refer  to  responses  50-10  and  97-1. 

103-8  Refer  to  responses  39-7,  65-3  and  75-3. 


Sincertiy, 
lames  Gits 


Peggy  Cisi 
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D«vid  Stout,  RMP  T*am  l«ad«r  28  Fabaiary  t995 

Bureau  of  Land  Marvagamant 
t7t7Wast  2nd  Slraat 

Roswan,  Naw  Mexico  88201  Commtnu  on  Draft  RMP 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 

A huga  undartaKing  Alhough  wa  wiD  hara  cntioza  soma  ol  tha  rasuSs,  we  express  overall 
praise  lor  your  tttorougttnass.  laimass,  and  clanty 

tftftiara  not  spaciliad.  our  oommants  relate  to  your  pralairad  alternative  We  lollow  your 
order  ol  topics  except  tor  our  first  two  rieadngs 

(A)  Ecosystem  management.  You  have  treated  bvestocA,  management,  wildlife,  ef  a/, 
m Ihair  tradiPonal  txjreaucratic  slots  Your  lies  Petween  these  topics  are  one-on-one,  such 
as  sheep  vs  antelope  (p  2.165)  and  drilling  ks.  praine  chtdiens  (pp  4 48-49).  We  are  dis- 
appointed that  BLM's  emphasis  on  ecosystem  management  has  found  no  place  in  your 
planning  (The  one  place  you  mention  'ecosystem  management.'  p.  1.16,  the  phrase  is 
appied  to  production  ot  large  areas  ol  uniform,  artirioally  defined  plant  communities.  That 
is  not  'ecosystem  management ')  Or.  it  you  donT  care  lor  catch-phrases  liire  'ecosystem 
management.'  see  the  FLPMA  (Sec  t02[a]8)  requirement  that  you  manage  public  lands  in 
a manner  that  will  protect  'ecological  values  ' The  pnme  goal  ol  ecological  management  is 
biological  mtegniy  all  pans  of  the  ecosystem  present  and  lunctionmg  together.  In  the  draft 
we  And  no  discussion  ol  ecosystems  or  ecological  values  or  biological  integrity.  Nor  is  the 
ecological  view  taken  in  Roswell  Oistnct  activity  plans.  For  instance,  both  resource  areas 
sparxJ  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  spraying  shrubs  with  chemicals-admitting  that 
sixih  projects  may  have  mare  len-year  ives-while  laikng  to  consider  the  ecological 
processes  that  led  to  shrub  invasion  and  refusing  to  design  the  projects  lo  provide  for  well- 
known  needs  of  wikftla.  it  is  lime  lor  a change,  and  that  s why  your  Washington  Office  has 
issued  directwes.  instruction  memoranda,  and  stirnng  speeches  that  exhort  the  Bureau  to 
manage  ecosystems,  not  budget-functions  We  objed  strongly  that  you  now  propose  a 
resource  management  plan  that  offers  no  support  lo  Bureau  employees  who  are  in  tune 
with  those  Washington  Office  directives  and  with  FLPMA  I02(a)k  who  know  that  their  job  is 
to  manage  resources  in  a coordinated  way.  and  who  are  trying  to  change  BLM's  traditional 
commodity<entered  management  to  integrated  resource  management  and  protection. 

(8)  Predator  control.  Omssion  ol  this  issue  is  deplorabis  It  fits  well  with  your 
aversion  to  ecosystem  management.  An  important  element  of  biological  integrity  is  the 
food  web.  with  its  buill-in  checks  and  balances  No  lood  web-no  ecosystem-is  functional 
where  its  lop  predators  are  lulled  at  the  whim  of  outside  lorces  Killing  coyotes,  tor  instance, 
results  In  increases  in  rodent  populations  that  can  be  senous  lor  perennial  plants  and 
therefore  for  larger  herbivores  and  tor  erosion.  Studies  Since  the  1960s  are  consistent  in 
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showing  that  federal  predator-control  projects  are  ecologically  destructive  and  economically 
wasteful  (We  will  be  glad  to  document  this  claim,  if  you  wish.)  BLU,  not  USOA,  is  in  charge 
of  any  predator-control  project  on  BLM  lands.  We  think  that  any  such  program  should  be 
limited  to  the  shooting  o'  problem  killers  by  the  ranchers  affected,  government  programs 
should  be  thrown ‘off  federal  lands  as  they  have  been  from  stale  lands.  Whether  or  not  you 
agree  with  that,  you  cannot,  under  the  law.  simply  ignore  this  aspect  of  ecological  values 
(see  & above)  as  you  elect  to  do  on  p.  1 . 1 2.  It  is  precisely  because  The  RMP  is  to  provide 
general  guidance  over  Ihe  long  term'  that  you  should  set  forth  guidelines  lor  any  predator- 
control  operations,  rather  than  reasoning  from  the  quoted  phrase  that  you  neednT  address 
the  issue.  Between  the  extremes  ol  no  limits  on  predator  kilting  (which  you  offer  in  the  draft) 
and  no  predator  killing  by  governments  (which  we  think  to  be  rational),  a number  of 
limitations  on  government  programs  are  possible  and  most  have  been  adopted  by  other 
8LM  resource  areas  Importantly  they  include  (1)  prohibition  ol  routine  control;  any  killing 
should  respond  lo  actual,  documented  problems:  (2)  no  control  until  some  economic 
threshold  of  livestock  deaths  such  as  3%  loss  is  passed:  (3)  no  control  in  an  allotment  in 
which  the  rancher  has  failed  to  take  precautions  against  loss,  on  a sheep  ranch  to  include 
use  ol  guard  dogs  and  close  protection  during  lambing.  We  would  strongly  protest  a failure 
to  address  predator-control  in  the  final  plan  with  some  such  restrictions. 

(C)  Fluid  minerals.  In  general  we  praise  the  largest  and  most  complex  segment  of  the 
Plan:  use  of  surface  lor  oil  and  gas  development  By  Increasing  from  121 .43B  lo  167,894 
the  BLM  surface  acreage  closed  to  leasing  or  subject  to  no-surface-occupancy  you  take  a 
small  step  toward  balance  between  environmentally  destructive  (but  economically 
important)  operations  of  your  biggest  commodity-customer  vs.  the  needs  and  wishes  ol  the 
land's  other  users.  Only  a small  step:  the  decrease  from  96.7  lo  95.5%  ol  surface  available 
for  0-4-G  operations  in  our  view  is  still  unbalanced  in  favor  of  industry.  (The  parallel 
calculation  lor  all  federal  mineral  estate,  as  opposed  to  BLM  surface,  appears  lo  be  that  you 
are  proposing  to  increase  protected  acreage  from  568,000  to  614,000.  including  parks  and 
refuges,  that  still  leaves  an  unbalanced  95%  open  to  surface  occupancy.)  We  recommend 
that  you  go  further  in  protecting  areas  ol  special  value;  high-value  wildlife  areas  (including 
Caprock  Wildlife  Habitat  Area  and  all  lava  fields),  riparian  areas  (including  all  mountain 
canyons),  and  all  acreage  in  all  ACECs  should  be  closed  to  leasing.  Page  2. 3 s 'standard 
practice'  to  avoid  ephemeral  and  perennial  drainages  is  well  intended  but  too  weakly 
worded,  when  does  one  have  to  follow  standard  practice?  We  favor  Alternative  B's  400- 
meter-radius  protection  ol  floodplains,  playas,  and  occupied  raptor  nests  and  other  wildlife 
concentration  points  as  opposed  to  Alternative  E's  200  meters,  and  we  support  replacement 
of  "200  meters'  with  '400  meters'  on  p.  2.3  as  Ihe  maximum  for  relocation  ol  proposed 
operations  to  meet  particular  protection-problems  that  cannot  be  foreseen  in  detail,  since 
there  may  be  instances  in  which  200  meters  are  not  enough.  (For  instance  one  can 
imagine  a need  to  move  more  than  200  m,  to  protect  wildlife  use  of  a stand  of  trees-which 
are  to  be  protected  (p.  2 15)  but  this  is  not  mentioned  in  connection  with  O-S-G 
development.)  Our  restrictions  would  leave  the  industry  with  about  90%  ol  surface 
available,  and  much  of  what  we  would  close,  in  the  Mescalero  Sands,  has  already  been 
explored  and  has  dying  wells. 

We  also  praise  your  timing  restrictions  on  0-4-G  operations,  for  instance  near  raptor  nests, 
to  accommodate  wildlife  reproduction. 


104-1  The  BLM  does  not  request  predator  control  on 
public  lands.  Ranchers  can  and  do  conduct  predator 
control  on  their  allotments.  The  BLM  reviews 
environmental  assessments  developed  by  the  Animal 
and  Plant  Health  and  Inspection  Service  - Animal 
Damage  Control  (APHIS-ADC)  for  wildlife  concerns 
and  makes  recommendations  to  the  APHIS-ADC, 
which  are  then  incorporated  into  their  planning 
documents.  Guidelines  and  environmental 
assessments  for  predator  control  can  be  reviewed  by 
contacting  the  APHIS-ADC. 

The  BLM  and  APHIS-ADC  entered  into  a Master 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  on  March  21, 
1995,  formalizing  past  practices.  The  MOU 
establishes  general  guidelines  to  assist  personnel  in 
carrying  out  wildlife  damage  management 
responsibilities  consistent  with  policies  of  both 
agencies.  In  addition,  the  MOU  identifies  agency 
responsibilities  under  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA).  The  agreement  transfers  the 
responsibility  for  preparing  annual  control  plans, 
environmental  documents,  and  other  requirements  to 
the  APHIS-ADC,  which  is  the  lead  agency  with 
authority  for  animal  damage  control  on  federal  lands. 

Officially,  the  APHIS-ADC  is  responsible  for  animal 
damage  control  on  public  lands  and  other  lands,  when 
requested.  Planned  predator  control  is  authorized  only 
on  the  allotments  for  which  a rancher  requested 
control,  where  there  are  documented  losses  or  a 
history  of  loss  within  a two-year  period,  and  where 
APHIS-ADC  has  determined  that  a potential  threat  to 
vulnerable  livestock  is  imminent. 

Information  has  been  added  to  Chapters  2,  3 and  4 of 
the  Proposed  Roswell  RMP/FEIS  that  addresses  the 
Department  of  Agriculture's  animal  damage  control 
activities  and  provides  guidance  for  that  activity  on 
public  lands  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area. 
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An  impotlant  problem  in  development  of  Permian  Basin  fields  has  been  poor  planning  ol 
road  systems  The  lew  sentences  devoted  to  this  subject  (under  Lands  and  Realty,  p.  2.14) 
do  not  seem  to  recognize  the  seriousness  ot  destruction  by  road  systems  that  have  been 
'designed,'  apparently,  by  the  man  on  the  backhoe.  Closely  parallel  roads  and  roads 
planned  without  respect  to  natural  features  (often  straight  where  they  should  curve  to 
accommodate  features)  are  common  problems.  Does  the  person  granting  the  right-of-way 
look  at  the  site  and  consider  resource  values'’  Standards  should  be  staled  for  system 
design.  And  there  should  be  a vigorous  program  to  close  disused  roads  and  to  correct  the 
worst  faults  in  present  road  systems. 

(D)  Other  minerals.  We  strongly  support  your  withdrawals  of  Fort  Stanton,  Mescalero 
Sands  ACEC,  North  Pecos  River  ACEC,  Roswell  Cave  Complex,  and  smaller  areas  (Table 
75)  from  mineral  entry.  Wetlands  are  among  the  most  valuable  resources  to  protect;  it  is  a 
mistake  to  protect  only  parts  of  Overflow  Wetlands  ACEC  and  spring  and  seep  areas 
(compare  Table  75  with  Table  28).  Similarly  it  would  be  a mistake  to  leave  wetlands  open 
to  solid-mineral  leasing  (compare  Table  76  with  29).  You  should  withdraw  all  the  acreage 
of  these  wetland  areas  from  all  kinds  ol  mineral  entry. 


3 
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(E)  Lands.  We  generally  support  your  disposal  and  acquisition  proposals,  especially 
acquisitions  in  wilderness,  at  Rio  Bonito,  in  Caprock  WHA  and  the  deer-management  areas, 
and  in  Mescalero  Sands.  North  Pecos  River.  Overflow  Wetlands,  and  Roswell  Cave 
Complex  ACECs.  Vigorous  pursuit  ol  access  easements  is  important,  espedaily  to  caves, 
Mescalero  Sands  from  the  east,  and  Little  Black  Peak,  where  we  think  northern  access  in 
Section  1 from  the  county-line  road  superior  to  your  suggested  east  and  west  access. 

Road  systems  come  under  Lands  and  Realty  in  the  draft.  We  discuss  the  problem  ol  0-4-G 
roads  under  C above.  More  generally  we  would  like  to  see  a strong  program  ol  closure  ot 
unneeded  roads,  and  hope  that  this  will  be  accomplished  in  conjunction  with  control  of 
recreational  vehicles. 
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(F)  Livestock.  (1)  Your  treatment  of  livestock  grazing  is  a big  surpnse  and  disappoint- 
ment. and  we  think  it  illegal.  Under  'Rangeland  Resources'  (for  instance  on  p,  3.40)  you  list 
one  resource,  'Livestock  Grazing;'  you  do  not  seem  to  realize  that  rangeland  values  include 
wildlife  habitat,  recreation,  soil,  and  water  (see  PRIA,  =.  43  U.S.C.  §l901(a]l  and  (b]2).  You 
declare  that  ol  public  land  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  'less  than  one  percent  is 
unsuitable  lor  livestock  grazing'  (p.  3.40),  but  no  justification  lor  this  statement  is  given,  as 
must  be  done  ('The  pnnciple  of  multiple  use  requires  that  the  values  m question  be 
informedly  and  rationally  taken  into  balance,"  Sierra  Club  v.  Bulz,  3 Envt.'l  L.  Rep.  20,292, 
20,293  9th  Cir,  1973;  quoted  from  1993  'Comb  Wash'  UT-06-93-01  deasion  p 23.  where 
the  judge  used  this  principle  to  show  that  you  don't  graze  an  area  until  you  demonstrate  that 
to  graze  it  is  in  the  public  interest ) You  dte  the  1979  East  Roswell  Grazing  0S  and  the 
1984  Roswell  Resource  Area  MFP/EIS  as  repositories  of  grazing  deasions  that  make  it 
unnecessary  lor  you  to  look  at  the  grazing  program  now  (p.  1.15),  but  these  documents,  too. 
lack  any  support  for  the  statement  that  over  99%  ol  resource  area  lands  are  suitable  tor 
grazing  Even  according  to  you  the  1979  and  1984  plans  do  not  meet  resource  needs.  For 
instance,  with  regard  to  wildlife,  you  slate  (p  4 52)  that  under  present  rules  'livestock 
grazing,  where  not  properly  managed,  would  impact  wildlife  habitat  by  potential  over- 


104-2  Not  all  of  the  3,000  acres  referred  to  in  Tables 
28  and  29  (Alternative  B)  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  are 
wetlands.  The  3000-acre  figure  is  the  total  federal 
mineral  estate  within  the  proposed  Overflow  Wetlands 
ACEC.  About  700  acres  are  actual  wetland  habitat, 
which  are  included  in  the  1 ,040-acre  figure  in  Tables 
75  and  76  (Alternative  E)  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

Solid  leasable  minerals  (refer  to  the  definition  in  the 
Glossary)  are  not  known  to  occur  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  Overflow  Wetlands  WHA.  However, 
in  order  to  protect  wildlife  resource  values,  and  In 
keeping  with  other  mineral  withdrawals  and  closures, 
the  wetlands  proper  are  being  proposed  for  withdrawal 
from  solid  mineral  leasing. 

104-3  On  Page  2-164,  the  Preferred  Alternative  for 
easements  states  that  the  BLM  would  pursue 
access/easements  on  the  east  and  west  side  of  the 
Little  Black  Peak  Cinder  Cone.  These  areas  of  access 
are  in  T.6  S.,  R.  10  E.,  Sections  4 and  5,  and  T.  6 S., 
R.  9 E.,  Sections  2,  11,  13,  and  14.  These  access 
locations  follow  existing  roads  and  are  on  the  extreme 
northern  end  of  the  WSA.  We  think  you  may  have 
been  confused  by  the  short  description  of  the  Little 
Black  Peak  access.  The  recommended  access  points 
are  the  shortest  routes  to  the  cinder  cone  and  would 
be  of  less  impact  than  other  routes,  because  they 
follow  existing  roads. 

104-4  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative  we  proposed 
the  designation  of  areas  of  use  or  restriction  for  off- 
highway  vehicles.  Once  the  RMP  is  approved,  our 
priority  will  be  to  inventory  and  sign  the  special 
management  areas  for  OHVs,  We  will  review  road 
systems.  Duplicate  roads  and  unneeded  roads  will  be 
removed  or  blocked-off. 

104-5  The  decision  that  livestock  grazing  is  in  the 
public  interest  already  has  been  made  in  the  laws  and 
regulations  which  allow  that  activity.  The  methods  by 
which  livestock  grazing  is  conducted  locally  are 
established  in  activity  plans  (not  just  allotment 
management  plans)  during  the  implementation  of  the 
broader  RMP  decisions.  The  RMP  has  been  written 
in  conformance  with  the  laws  and  regulations  and  it 
addresses  the  public  interest.  The  RMP  guidance  lays 
the  groundwork  for  developing  activity  plans  to 
address  needed  changes.  Decisions  (allocations  of 
use)  previously  made  and  ongoing  monitoring  of 
vegetation  condition  and  livestock  use,  coupled  with 
RMP  guidance,  allow  us  to  address  current  needs. 
New  initiatives  (e.g.,  riparian  management,  ACEC 
desigination  or  recreation  management)  that  may 
include  adjusting  livestock  use  can  be  addressed  in 
activity  plans.  We  agree  that  livestock  do  not  belong 
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Utilization  ol  vagetation  that  providet  foraga,  browaa  and  oovar.  Othar  Impacts  ara 
dagradad  riparian-watland  araas,  impairmant  ot  tha  propar  functioning  condition,  and 
dagradad  hatsitat  conditions  lor  T/E  plant  and  animal  spadas...'  With  ragard  to  ona 
wetland  area  you  say  (p  4.S8-59)  that  under  tha  t979  plan  'In  tha  long-term,  overgrazed 
nparian  vagatatidn,  unstable  straambanks,  stream  sedimentation,  invasion  of  undesirable 
plants,  lowered  water  tables,  loss  ol  wildlifa  cover  forage,  and  reduced  wildlife  diversity, 
abundance  and  distribution  would  occur  throughout  the  wildDle  habitat  area  ‘ As  support 
tor  your  criticisms  one  need  merely  look  at  the  1979  EIS's  forage  allocations  (p.  t .4-S): 
initially  96%  tor  Ivestock  increasing  to  96  8%  by  the  year  2000;  t 65%  lor  big  game 
decreasing  to  0.8%  by  2000  We  could  go  on  Our  points  are  two:  (a)  A 20-year  plan  lor  the 
resource  area  is  the  nght  place  to  look  at  its  livestock  program,  especially  when  the  existing 
documents  that  govern  grazing  do  not  meet  today's  needs  (b)  To  issue  a grazing  permit 
requires  a justification  that  grazing  the  allolmem  is  in  the  public  interest.  You  can  either  start 
from  scratch  for  every  permit  or  you  can  establish  some  guidelines  in  the  guiding  RMP.  K 
will  not  be  enough  to  declare  that  grazing  a particular  piece  ol  land  is  'continuous*  or 
traditional  (UT-O6-93-0t  pp.  21,  22);  you  must  show  livestock  grazing  to  bo  in  the  pubfic 
interest  The  Sierra  Club  does  not  oppose  livestock  on  pubtc  lands.  We  oppose  the 
assumptioo-and  that's  all  it  is  in  this  Draft  RMP^hat  livestock  belong  everywhere.  There 
must  be  informed  balancing  ol  the  multiple  uses.  And  we  oppose  destructive  grazing  and 
grazing  ot  badly  depleted  vegetation.  We  think  that  more  that  1%  ol  the  resource  area  will 
prove,  on  examination,  to  be  unsuitable  lor  Westock. 

(2)  To  balance  the  previous  paragraph's  %g  disappointment,'  we  express  pleased 
surprise  at  p.  2.l6S's  statement  that  *Walershed  and  wiktlile  habitat  management  and 
Dvestock  production  needs  would  be  considered  equally  ' That  would  be  a considerable 
advance  over  past  practice  in  the  Roswell  District.  Sadly,  evidence  from  the  same  page  and 
from  elsewhere  in  the  draft  seems  not  to  support  the  claim 

(3)  Page  2.165  also  estimates  construction  ol  ISO  miles  ol  water  pipeline  and  150  water 
development  projects  over  the  next  20  years  You  claim  (p.  2.138,  p.  2.178)  that  these 
projects  benefit  wildlile  as  well  as  livestock  We  dispute  claims  that  they  benefit  either 
livestock  or  wildlile.  As  to  livestcxtk  According  to  the  BLM  range  conservationists  who 
wrote  1992's  'Public  Trust  Betrayed:  Employee  Cntique  ol  BLM  Rangeland  Management,* 
p.  7,  'Poor  range  conditions  are  regularly  attnbuted  to  poor  livestock  distribution;*  'BLM 
policy  is  to  address  these  distribution  problems'  with  water  developments,  grazing  systems 
and  other  range  'improvements  ' This  results  in  the  movement  of  livestock  into  areas 
previously  lightly  or  unused,  usually  resulting  in  their  degradation  with  no  improvement  in 
the  previously  degraded  areas  ' Arxording  to  Kan  Hess  and  Jerry  Holechek  1995,  "Policy 
roots  of  land  degradation  in  the  and  region  ol  the  United  States;  an  overview*  (in  press), 
water  developments  are  among  the  destructive  subsidies  that  'sustain  that  which  is 
nonsustainable;’  The  subsidy  contributes  to  making  higher  stocking  rates  economical;' 
'range  betterment  and  assooated  subsidies-which  in  aggregate  pay  public-land  ranchers 
more  than  3 times  their  payments  in  federal  grazing  lees-make  land  degradation  an 
unwanted,  unanticiptated  but  highly  probable  ouK»me.'  As  to  wildlile  Although  you  judge 
99-»%  ol  resource  area  lands  suitable  lor  livestock,  perhaps  10%  of  the  resource  area  is 
excluded  from  grazing  de  facto  or  is  grazed  lightly  because  of  distance  from  water  or 
because  ol  topography.  Thus  there  is  still  room  in  the  back  40'  lor  wildlife  tree  from 
competing  livestock.  ('Competing'  here  refers  mainly  to  space-  and  dislurbance-competi- 
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tion,  not  competition  lor  forage,  although  that  too  occurs.)  We  find  existence  of  this  10%  to 
be  a saving  grace  where  BLM  promotes  livestock  grazing  over  less  damaging  uses-and 
that's  almost  everywhere.  Deer,  ground-nesting  birds,  and  other  wildlife  prosper  where  they 
can  avoid  livestock  and  livestock's  attendant  humans.  (We  will  document  this  claim,  if  you 
wish.)  But  the  Back  40  is  being  lost  through  water  developments  meant  to  spread  livestock 
more  evenly  over  allotments.  BLM  justifies  the  expense  of  these  subsidies  by  invoking 
other-than-livestock  values  (since  they  are  almost  always  heavy  losers  in  a benefit-cost 
analysis  ol  livestock  values);  wildlife-  or  soil-  or  other  benefits  are  claimed  These  are 
usually  false,  perhaps  on  balance  always  false.  Even  in  dner-than-Roswell  parts  of  New 
Mexico,  water  developments  do  not  in  general  benefit  wildlife  (Burkett  and  Thompson. 

1994,  V/ildlile  assodation  with  human-altered  water  sources  in  semiand  vegetation 
communities,'  Conservation  Biology  8 682-690).  Most  wildlife  species  (meadowlarks  are 
an  exception)  are  hurt,  rot  helped,  by  loss  ol  their  relatively  undisturbed  habitat,  since  the 
smaller  speaes  don't  need  water  and  larger  species  use  their  greater  mobility  to  go  beyond 
livestock-use  areas-as  long  as  a "beyond'  remains.  Water  has  always  flowed  on  New 
Mexico  rangelands,  and  game  used  to  be  more  abundant.  With  range  development  less  ol 
the  water  is  in  free-flowing  streams  and  springs  and  more  in  tanks  and  troughs.  The  substi- 
tution is  not,  as  claimed,  a "benefit  for  wildlife  * 

(4)  "During  periods  of  drought  or  other  emergencies,  adjustments  in  livestock  numbers 
would  be  made  to  guard  againsi  damage  to  the  vegetal-soil  resource'  (p.  2 20).  That  is 
good.  It  needs  not  only  emphasis  but  also  specification:  we  would  like  to  see  guidelines  by 
which  BLM,  ranchers,  and  the  public  know  when  drought  restrictions  (usually  destocking) 
will  apply.  Right  now  because  ol  drought  in  large  pans  of  southern  and  eastern  New 
Mexico  some  ranchers  are  destocking.  Bui  lor  the  other  ranchers  on  public  lands,  BLM 
range  conservationists  are  wishing  that  there  were  some  clearly  spealied  thresholds  so  that 
all  parlies  would  know  when  to  act,  in  order  to  avoid  individual,  painful  tulMorce-and-effect 
orders  to  destock  (often  regarded  as  unfair  because  they  seem  to  issue  non-unilormly  from 
the  whims  ol  bureaucrats).  Can  you  be  more  specific’’ 

(5)  In  general  we  think  -he  decision  to  limit  vegetation  use  to  45%  ol  annua'  production  (p. 
2.166)  a major  improvenent  over  present  rules  that  allow  more  use  and  allocate  that  use  in 
an  unbalanced  manner  (FMl  above),  we  offer  praise  and  support  For  prame  chicken 
habitat,  however,  the  45%  rule  is  a bad  change:  at  present  the  rule  in  Caprock  Wildlife 
Habitat  Area  is  25%  maximal  use  of  sand  bluestem  with  penodic  rest  from  livestock  grazing 
of  16  to  24  months'  duration  (1979  Grazing  EIS  and  DRMP  p 2 38)  The  shortage  of  tall 
grass  for  nesting  is  the  main  limiting  factor  tor  prairie  chickens  (C.  A.  Davis  et  at.  1979, 
■Habitat  evaluation...,'  report  to  BLM)  m pastures  where  BLM  has  not  killed  their  main  food- 
source  with  herbicides  The  25%  limit  and  long  rests  might  really  help  the  birds  (who 
knows‘’-they  are  reasonable  rules  but  have  never  been  enforced;  and  we  support  their 
continuance  in  present  and  potential  prairie  chicken  habitat 

(6)  We  believe  the  preferred  alternative's  estimated  reduction  of  up  to  167  animal  units 
on  BLM  lands  (p.  2.41)  to  be  a move  in  the  right  direction,  the  listed  special  management 
areas  that  would  benefit  are  deserving  of  this  relief.  Some  other  allotments  with  vegetation 
in  poor  condition  also  need  reductions  in  stocking  This  will  emerge  as  grazing  plans  are 
re-written.  We  can  appreciate  your  reluctance  to  estimate  the  needed  reductions,  but  we 
wish  that  you  would  be  more  frank  about  the  needed  direction  of  change 


everywhere,  and  we  are  not  proposing  that  in  the 
RMP.  The  current  regulations  and  our  land  use  plans 
(RMP  and  activity  plans)  allow  us  to  make  changes  to 
address  current  needs. 

104-6  Livestock  water  developments  to  improve 
livestock  distribution  would  be  evaluated  along  with 
stocking  rates,  season  of  use  and  methods  of  meeting 
desired  plant  community  objectives.  The  development 
of  additional  waters  does  not  authorize  an  increase  in 
stocking  rates.  Typically,  water  developments  are  not 
located  in  areas  that  are  crucial  habitat  areas,  such  as 
riparian  areas  and  cover  and  nesting  areas.  Water 
developments  are  a tool,  but  not  the  only  tool, 
available  to  distribute  herds.  The  driving  force  behind 
improving  wildlife  habitat  will  be  the  desired  plant 
community  objectives  developed  for  each  community 
type.  How  we  reach  the  vegetation  objectives  will  be 
partly  addressed  by  livestock  distribution.  Following 
the  completion  and  approval  of  the  RMP,  specific 
actions  to  meet  these  objectives  would  be  developed 
in  existing  and  future  habitat  and  cooperative 
management  plans. 

The  estimates  of  range  projects  included  in  the  Draft 
RMP  were  developed  for  purposes  of  analysis.  The 
actual  numbers  and  types  of  projects  proposed  for 
development  would  depend  on  how  those  projects 
help  meet  established  management  objectives  and 
other  factors,  such  as  funding.  We  have  modified  the 
text  to  clarify  this  situation.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the 
Proposed  Plan. 

104-7  The  BLM's  New  Mexico  State  Office  develops 
and  issues  the  drought  policy  for  public  lands  in  the 
state.  The  policy  specifies  who  declares  emergencies 
and  at  what  level,  establishes  authority  for  action,  and 
gives  the  guidelines  of  how  it  is  to  be  implemented. 
The  drought  policy  does  not  establish  a step-by-step 
process  because  conditions  vary  widely  across  the 
state,  and  even  within  each  resource  area.  The  policy 
allows  each  manager  to  implement  necessary 
responses  to  the  resources  that  are  at  risk.  The 
drought  policy  and  actions  that  may  be  taken  to 
implement  the  policy  are  based  on  regulations  in  43 
CFR  4110.3-3.  We  actively  encourage  voluntary 
reduction  of  livestock  to  combat  the  effects  of  drought. 

104-8  It  has  been  the  Roswell  District's  policy  that 
utilization  levels  should  not  exceed  45  percent,  based 
on  proper  use  factors  outlined  in  the  East  Chaves 
Final  EIS.  Under  Alternative  E in  the  Draft  Roswell 
RMP/EIS  we  propose  that  specific  grazing  systems 
would  be  developed  in  the  Caprock  Wildlife  Habitat 
Area  (WHA)  to  meet  DPC  objectives.  Different  types 
of  grazing  systems  could  be  developed  and 
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(G)  Vtgttallon  m»n»g»m«nl.  (1)  We  are  (eartui  o(  the  Desired  Plant  Community 
(DPC)  concept,  which  seems  to  mean  to  you  (p.  1.16)  uniform  plant  communities  of  great 
etient  that  are  arbitrarily  def  ied  in  terms  of  plant  composilion.  While  uniform  communities 
are  more  likely  to  have  existed  in  the  Hosweil  Resource  Area  than  m any  other  of  New 
Mexico  s seven  BLM  resource  areas,  espeaally  in  Great  Plains  grasslands,  they  must  have 
been  the  exception.  Uniformity  has  come  largely  from  continuous  grazing  by  domestic 
livestock,  leading  to  vast  increases  in  blue  grama  (which  resists  Svestock  damage  because 
of  dose-to-lhe-ground  growing  points  and  because  they  don't  much  like  it).  Primeval 
vegetation,  even  in  the  Great  Plains,  was  a patchwork  of  different  species  of  grasses  and 
forbs,  and  in  some  areas  shaibs  and  trees.  The  DPC  concept  appears  to  allow  tot  this 
diversity,  but  with  single  prescriptions  for  each  major  community  and  no  mention  of  the 
patchwork  character  of  natural  communities,  diversity  does  not  seem  to  be  a goaf  We  donl 
think  that  we  could  persuade  you  now  to  dump  DPC  and  work  toward  "pnmeval  vegetative 
diversity."  But  we  wish  that  you  would  at  least  revise  pp  2.165-170  and  Appendix  11  in 
such  a way  that  the  diversity  your  87  ecological  sites  display  and  the  diversity  of  vegetation 
sub-types  within  ecological  sites  are  clear  goals.  Mesquite  at  50  evenly  spaced  trees  per 
acre  is  not  favorable  to  either  wildlife  or  livestock,  but  a tight  bunch  of  50  mesquites  in 
grassland  can  be  very  valuable:  hiding  cover  lor  diverse  animal  speoes  and  lifesaving 
browse  lor  antelope  dunng  a tough  winter.  Encourage  such  patchworks! 

(2)  Your  vegetative  treatment  program  has  been  100%  subsidy  to  livestock  management, 
ignoring  other  uses  that  FLPMA  requires  you  to  consider.  Your  environmental  assessments 
lor  treatments  generally  ignore  effects  other  than  forage  increases;  they  uniformly  fail  to 
address  the  causes  and  the  prevention  of  shrub  invasion:  and  in  the  case  of  100,000  acres 
of  shin-oak  treatment  they  entirely  failed  to  face  the  argument  that  these  are  mature  climax 
plants,  vital  to  praine  ch-ckens.  with  no  evidence  of  invasion  or  increase.  You  haven't 
listened  to  us  or  to  others  (espeoally  NM  Department  of  Game  and  Rsh)  about  faults  in  your 
brush  control  program,  and  when  you  do  discuss  wildlife  concerns  (p.  4.53  lop  right)  it's  in 
terms  that  suggest  'Sorpelimes  we'll  Ihmk  about  this,  sometimes  we  wont."  You  have 
selected  "leave'  areas  lor  wildlife  on  the  basis  of  their  having  /ewwoody  plants  (so  they're 
not  worth  treating)  instead  of  the  desired  dense  covet,  and  have  even  designated  leave 
areas  outside  the  control  block.  We  conclude  that  Roswell  BLM  is  not  to  be  trusted  with 
spray  equipment.  At  the  very  least  we  want  to  see  detailed  standards  for  design  of  vegeta- 
tive treatments  m the  RMP,  of  which  we  find  onty  one  item  in  the  draft  (p.  2.166  on  a five-year 
wait  before  treating  next  to  a treated  block;  that  is  a real  change  and  we  praise  it).  BLM's 
1991  programmatic  ElS  on  vegetation  treatment  assumes  (especially  on  pp.  3.46-56)  that 
vegetative  treatments  will  be  conducted  with  appropnale  attention  to  "leave"  areas  for  wild- 
life, but  provides  no  standards.  The  literature  (for  instance  Bryant  and  Mornson  1985, 
"Managing  plains  mule  deer  in  Texas  and  eastern  New  Mexico, " Texas  Tech  Range 
Management  Note  7)  dees  provide  data  for  design  of  mosaic  and  strip  lay-outs.  Just  as  you 
list  threshold  densities  of  shrubs  below  which  you  will  not  embark  on  Ireatrnent,  you  should 
list  maximal  diameters  of  cleared  areas  according  to  the  relevant  wildlife  species,  and  other 
habitat-protecting  constraints  on  your  habitual  creation  of  1000-  to  3000-acre  cow  pastures. 

(3)  And  thinking  of  those  threshold  densities  (pp  2.166  and  168),  we  advocate  a threshold 
lor  mesquile  and  calclaw  control  of  100  plants  per  acre,  not  50,  to  provide  small-game 
habitat  (D  P.  McCormick  1975,  "Effect  of  mesquite  control  on  small  game  populations," 

M S thesis  U.  Anzona.  Tucson,  extensively  cited  in  1991  Vegetative  Treatment  ElS.  chapter 


implemented  that  would  best  reflect  and  respond  to 
the  needs  of  specific  locations.  These  grazing 
systems  may  include  a lesser  amount  of  utilization; 
short-  or  long-term  grazing  rests  that  are  implemented 
in  response  to  conditions  in  a particular  pasture 
instead  of  being  based  on  a calendar;  or  vegetation 
treatments  which  might  emphasize  different  types  of 
vegetation  needs.  We  have  found  that  requiring  25 
percent  utilization  across  the  board  does  not  provide 
enough  flexibility  to  respond  to  prairie  chicken  needs 
or  other  resource  values. 

We  have  determined  that  we  inadvertently  included  a 
section  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  on  rest  treatments  on 
allotments  in  the  Caprock  Wildlife  Habitat  Area.  Refer 
to  Alternative  A,  page  2-38  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  In 
fact,  that  1979  management  decision  was  rescinded 
by  the  Roswell  Management  Framework  Plan 
Amendment  of  1984.  The  text  has  been  modified  to 
reflect  that  change.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

104-9  The  vegetation  composition  figures  for  each 
community  type  are  general  goals.  Specific  goals  will 
be  developed  at  the  activity  planning  level  and  will 
include  vegetative  diversity  (edge,  mosaic,  patchwork, 
structure,  age  class,  etc.).  The  DPC  does  not 
prescribe  uniformity,  but  presents  a range  of 
vegetative  composition.  Various  ecological  sites  can 
be  found  in  a particular  area.  Because  it  is  not 
feasible  to  specifically  manage  each  site,  they  were 
grouped  into  community  types. 

1 04-1 0 T reatments  for  vegetation  management  in  the 
past,  and  those  proposed  in  the  RMP,  have  not 
resulted  only  in  the  increase  of  forage;  treatments 
have  benefitted  wildlife  and  improved  watershed 
condition.  Our  treatment  practices  have  changed  over 
time  from  block  treatments  to  other  designs.  We  have 
included  a list  of  standards  for  herbicide  treatments  as 
a new  appendix  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  RMP.  Our 
treatment  designs  in  the  future,  however,  will  be 
developed  on  a case-by-case  basis.  We  won't  be 
doing  "cook  book"  designs,  which  is  the  implication  of 
design  standards.  Our  DPC  proposals  include 
guidance  or  standards  for  treatments.  Detailed  NEPA 
analysis  and  public  consultation  will  be  conducted  in 
the  design  of  future  treatments.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  your  comment  relates  primarily  to  the  use  of 
herbicides.  We  will  employ  other  treatment  methods, 
including  rest,  to  accomplish  our  DPC  objectives. 
Refer  also  to  responses  110-13,  11 0-1 5,  and  1 37-2. 

104-11  The  thresholds  identified  as  part  of  the  DPC 
process  are  simply  triggers  for  analysis.  At  the  point 
a threshold  is  reached,  we  would  evaluate  the 
condition  and  use  of  a site,  the  method  and  cost  of 
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3),  to  provide  deer  cover,  and  to  prevent  wasteful  and  unnecessary  projects. 

(4)  We  realize  that  BLM's  programmatic  EIS  on  Vegetation  Treatment  allows  use  ot  'all 
available  treatment  methods,"  but  Roswell  BLM  need  not  use  them  all  Chemical  manipula- 
tion of  vegetation  has  been  so  abused  in  the  Roswell  District,  with  projects  that  are  unneed- 
ed, uneconomic,  dangerous,  and  destructive  of  soil-holding  vegetation  and  of  wildlife 
habitat,  that  we  oppose  further  use  of  herbicides  except  on  non-native  plants.  We  especial- 
ly object  to  the  proposed  change  from  no  herbicide  to  herbidde-allowed  lor  treatment  of 
shinnery  (compare  p.  2.t66  with  2.40),  where  destnjction  of  wildlife  habitat  and  probable 
pollution  of  the  shallow  water  tables  have  been  large-scale  operations.  Fire  and.  In  stands 
of  large  mesquites,  manual  removal  are  environmentally  friendly  control  methods  where 
needed  and  where  accompanied  by  management  changes  that  preclude  your  having  to 
treat  again  in  tan  years 

(5)  We  object  to  vegetative  manipulation  in  a natural  area  (p.  2.166). 
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(H)  Recreation.  (1)  We  praise  past  and  proposed  management  of  caves  by  both 
resource  areas.  Except  for  some  past  slips  on  fluid-minerals  leasing,  Roswell  BLM  has  (so 
far  as  we  know)  done  a good  job  of  cave  protection.  We  support  closures,  livestock 
exclosures,  land  acquisitions,  and  whatever  else  is  needed  for  that  protection. 

(2)  We  strongly  support  proposed  limitation  of  off-highway  vehicles  to  designated  roads  and 
trails  (p.2.176):  this  is  a major,  welcome,  overdue  measure.  We  hope  that  designations  and 
closures  on  the  ground  will  be  pursued  vigorously.  We  do  not  understand  limitation  of 
OHVs  to  designated  roads  and  trails  in  particular aroas  (p.  2.t77,  169...);  are  these  areas 
not  included  in  the  resource-area-wide  restriction  to  designated  roads  and  trails? 

(3)  We  object  to  enlargement  of  the  North  Dune  OHV  Area  (p.  2.176).  Free  dunes  are  not 
common  in  the  resource  area.  These  dunes  are  surpnsmgly  rich  in  wildlife-just  look  at 
tracks  a lew  hours  after  rain  or  wind  has  wiped  the  surface  clean.  Present  vehicular  use  of 
the  OHV  area  has  hurt  vegetation,  killed  box  turtles,  and  may  have  adversely  affected  dune 
lizard  habitat.  The  proposed  enlargement  is  said  to  be  for  human  safely;  if  that  is  a problem, 
then  the  OHV  area  should  be  moved  to  dunes  that  have  less  sharp  summits;  merely  giving 
more  view-blocking  ridges  is  no  long-term  solution.  If  more  or  safer  dune-buggy  play- 
places  are  needed  there  are  excellent  dune  areas  on  BLM  land  in  the  Loco  Hills  east  of 
Artesia,  of  less  biological  importance  than  the  North  Dunes. 


(I)  Watershed,  interrelations  of  vegetative  cover,  vegetative  treatment,  livestock  grazing, 
and  erosion  are  insufficientty  treated  {d.  pp.  4.39.  41),  You  assume  (p.  2.42)  that  brush  con- 
trol and  subsequent  increase  in  herbaceous  cover  will  help  control  erosion,  but  this  is  true 
only  until  drought  kills  the  herbs-and  the  really  serious  erosion  is  during  droughts;  keeping 
woody  cover  is  important  in  control  of  wind  erosion.  Important  in  evaluation  of  whether  an 
area  should  be  grazed  (ct.  £U)  above)  is  the  effect  ot  grazing  on  compaction,  infiltration, 
sedimentation,  and  erosion.  These  relations  are  relegated  to  one  sentence  (p.  4 41).  Why 
is  there  no  subsection  on  livestock  under  "Watershed"  in  chapter  4 ("Environmental  Conse- 
quences") when  there  are  livestock  subsections  under  "Wildlife,"  "Vegetation,"  and  others’ 
Surely  livestock  grazing  is  the  biggest  factor  that  is  under  BLM  control  in  watershed  protec- 
tion against  erosion  and  pollution.  The  worst  way  to  protect  riparian  habitat  is  to  develop 
upland  waters  (p.  2.168'.  shifting  livestock  damage  from  lowland  to  erodible  uplands. 


treatment,  and  other  factors.  Reaching  a threshold 
does  not  automaticany  mean  treatment  would  occur. 

104-12  The  method  of  treatment  proposed  for  a 
particular  project  would  be  dictated  by  the  objective  of 
the  treatment.  We  would  consider  all  reasonable 
forms  of  treatment  in  our  analysis  of  a project. 
Factors  such  as  expected  success  of  a treatment, 
environmental  impacts,  and  cost  are  Important 
considerations.  We  have  been  increasing  our  use  of 
prescribed  fire  to  treat  vegetation. 

104-13  See  the  response  to  paragraph  #4.  The  OHV 
designations  under  the  limited  category  were  split  into 
two  categories,  largely  for  purposes  of  disclosure.  In 
one  category,  the  OHV  designations  for  "special 
management  areas"  were  discussed,  on  pages  2-177 
and  2-189,  for  example,  to  provide  a complete 
overview  of  the  management  proposed  for  a specific 
area.  The  second  category  comprises  the  remainder 
of  the  resource  area.  Table  87  (and  other  similar 
tables)  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  list  acreages  by  specific 
area;  the  acreage  in  the  remainder  of  the  resource 
area  also  is  listed. 

104-14  An  important  reason  for  proposing 
enlargement  of  the  Mescalero  Sands  OHV  area  is  to 
improve  management  of  the  area,  not  necessarily  to 
provide  more  room  for  OHV  use.  By  increasing  the 
size  of  the  OHV  area,  fences  can  be  constructed  away 
from  the  large  dunes,  enabling  better  maintenance  and 
reducing  OHV  trespass  on  adjacent  lands  that  are  not 
within  the  OHV  area.  An  environmental  assessment 
will  be  developed  that  will  address  biological  and 
cultural  concerns  of  the  area  prior  to  opening  up  the 
enlarged  area  for  OHV  use. 

104-15  The  overall  function  of  a watershed  is 
influenced  by  the  complex  Interrelationship  of  many 
factors.  In  addition  to  vegetative  cover,  vegetative 
treatments,  livestock  grazing,  and  erosion,  are  climate, 
topography,  soil  properties,  and  other  land  uses. 
There  is  little  that  can  be  done  to  affect  topography, 
climate,  and  some  soil  properties.  The  most  effective 
watershed  management  tools  are  land  uses  and 
treatments  that  improve  the  condition  of  the  soil 
surface  and  vegetative  cover. 

Generally,  a healthy  vegetative  cover  leads  to  better 
overall  watershed  function  by  enhancing  infiltration, 
thus  making  more  efficient  use  of  limited  rainfall; 
improving  soil  structure  and  fertility;  and  protecting  the 
soil  surface  from  compaction  and  erosional  forces.  In 
turn,  these  improvements  make  it  easier  to  maintain 
the  vegetative  cover. 
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It  is  true  that  lands  become  more  prone  to  erosion 
during  drought  periods.  It  is  rather  simplistic,  however, 
to  suggest  that  woody  vegetation  be  encouraged  as  a 
means  of  erosion  control  during  droughts.  A 
watershed  that  is  functioning  properly  withstands  the 
effects  of  droughts,  floods,  and  other  extreme  events 
better  than  a watershed  in  a degraded  condition.  An 
adequate  ground  cover  is  the  best  way  to  achieve  a 
properly  functioning  watershed. 

As  stated  on  Page  1-15  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS, 
decisions  from  the  East  Roswell  Grazing  EIS  and  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  Management  Framework 
Plan/EIS  were  carried  forward.  Impacts  are  discussed 
at  length  in  these  documents.  Therefore,  there  is  no 
comprehensive  discussion  of  livestock  management  in 
the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  Livestock  management  topics  that 
were  addressed,  such  as  livestock  exclusion  areas 
and  project  developments  are  discussed  within  various 
subsections  in  the  "Watershed"  section  of  Chapter  4. 

Establishing  upland  waters  Is  Just  one  method  that 
would  be  considered  to  protect  riparian  vegetation.  If 
used,  waters  would  not  be  placed  in  highly  erodible 
locations. 
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(J)  Wlldllf*  habitat.  Proposals  for  ripahan  restoration,  waterfowl  habitat,  raptor  protec- 
tion. aquatic  habitat  at  Rio  ^nito,  playa  protection,  and  controlled  burns  at  Fort  Starrton  and 
in  the  Cedar  Hills  (pp.  2 181-183)  are  praiseworthy.  Your  championing  of  antelope-pass 
fences  (p  2 20)  and  many  provisions  in  your  wildlife-habitat-area  plans  are  also  good  Less 
pleased  commerits  on  habitat  management  are  under  F(3t.  FISl.  G(21.  and  G(3t  above.  So 
long  as  you  pursue  large-scale  program  of  vegetative  treatment,  failure  to  design  wiktfle- 
fnendly  treatments  IG(2|t  is.  we  think,  Roswell  BLM's  greatest  sm  against  wildlile,  with  live- 
stock-spreading  (£1211  a close  second. 

(K)  Fire.  Proposed  changes  (pp  2 21, 2 183)  are  in  the  right  directions.  Fire  was  a really 
maior  factor  in  rangeland  before  livestock  ate  the  fuel.  To  some  extent  livestock  have 
replaced  wildfire  as  agents  of  renewal  with  inevitable  major  changes  in  plant  communities. 
We  would  go  even  turthor  than  the  draft  proposes  in  use  of  prescribed  fire  and  in  allowing 
wildfires  to  born.  Wildfire  protection  lor  Caprock  WHA  (p.  2.184)  seems  too  sthngent, 
though  well-intended,  fire  does  long-term  good  here,  too,  even  if  H costs  some  birds. 

(L)  ACECs.  We  are  enthusiastic  about  all  five  areas  and  about  many  of  the  proposed 
management  provisions  (pp  2 21, 2 185-191).  Among  those  good  provisions  are  mineral 
withdrawals  and  livestock  exclosures,  but  we  do  not  understand  why  these  protections  are 
not  universal  in  the  ACECs,  which,  after  all.  compose  only  4V.  of  BLM  surface  in  the 
resource  area 

(M)  Riparian  zona.  Too  bad  that  this  vital  resource  receives  such  scattered  treatment  in 
the  draft  (e  g pp.  2.171, 2.183,  3.68,  and  3 ACECs.  a good  index  would  greatly  increase 
the  usefulness  of  the  RMP).  The  draft  does  appear  to  give  appropnate  attention  to  ripanan 
repair  (p.  2 183)  except  that  it's  weak  on  protection  from  cattle,  which,  with  saltcedar,  are  the 
npanan  zone's  worst  enemies.  Cattle  should  be  excluded  from  any  ripanan  zone  that  is  not 
fully  functional  with  good  woody-piant  cover 

(N)  Wildlife  habitat  areas.  It  seems  peculiar  that  the  only  major  treatment  of  WHAs  is 
under  'Affected  Environment'  (pp.  3 69-3.71),  as  though  they  are  passive  recipients  of 
action  rather  than  active  planning  units  All  four  seem  excellent,  especially  Caprock,  which 
protects  a unique  resource  These  sands  are  home  to  a renewed  herd  of  white-fail  deer 
that  should  be  added  to  your  species  list  (p  3 71).  We  wish  that  Caprock's  protections  were 
stronger,  this  is  the  only  area  lor  which  the  Draft  RMP  markedly  weakens  some  previous 
protections  fF|5l  above)  and  eliminates  the  1979  Grazing  EIS's  plan  lor  a senes  of  grazing 
exclosures  to  provide  prairie  chicken  nesting  habitat  Exclosures  and  long-term  rests  from 
livestock  grazing  should  be  restored  for  the  sake  of  prairie  chicken  nest  habitat. 

For  6000  members  in  New  Mexico  and  El  Paso. 

Sincerely. 


Gwen  Wardwell 
Chair 


104-16  Comment  noted. 


104-17  Comment  noted. 


104-18  Comment  noted. 


104-19  Comment  noted. 
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105-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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P.O.  Box  3S04 

Lit  Cruc««,  New  Mexico  18003 

Tel.  t Fex  (SOS)  S21-3914 

Fetxuary  28.  1995 


Oavxj  Stout.  RMP/EIS  Team  Ueader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roswell  Disinct  Office 


1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roswell.  New  Mexico  88201 

Dear  Mr  Stool: 

The  following  comments  relate  to  the  Draft  Roswelt  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement -Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  Amendmenl/Environmenta)  Impact  Statement  In  general 
the  draft  proposes  some  excellent  steps  that  should  be  taken  to  better  protect  the 
sensitive  resources  found  in  these  two  Resource  Areas  We  do  ask  that  you  adopt 
Attemative  B instead  of  your  preferred  anemative.  In  addition  there  are  some  specific 
suggestions  we  offer  and  ask  that  you  include  them  in  your  final  plan 

Thank  you  for  planning  to  Inventory  your  roads  so  that  only  those  » designated 
will  be  available  lor  vehicular  traffic  We  urge  speed  in  your  inventory  and  ask  that 
prionty  be  given  to  ACEC  s ar>d  other  sensitive  land  areas  We  have  long  realized  that 
a vehicle  moving  across  a road  less  area  in  most  of  the  southwest  creates  tracks  that 
then  become  an  existing  road  Therefore  restricting  to  existing  roads  is  meaningless. 

We  endorse  designation  of  the  proposed  ACEC  s,  although  as  we  riave  previously 
notified  you.  we  are  very  disappointed  that  you  have  not  included  the  Carrizozo 
Malpais  Area  as  nominated  by  The  Nature  Conservancy  On  those  ACEC  s you  do 
intend  to  designate  we  applaud  your  planned  withdrawal  of  the  areas  Irom  locataWe 
mineral  exploration  and  development.  Likewise  we  commend  your  proposed 
restnctjons  on  mineral  matenal  disposal  and  oil  and  gas  development  Irom  these 
areas  You  properly  do  restnct  vehicular  access  to  designated  roads  We  are 
concerned  about  the  extent  of  recreational  development  planned,  especially  in 
Overflow  ACEC,  and  Fort  Stanton  ACEC,  The  lands  in  the  former  especially  are 
extremely  sensitive  and  irreplaceable  The  proposals  for  protecting  the  caves  in  Cave 
ACEC  are  excellent  The  lower  number  of  acres  where  livestock  are  peimined  as 
represented  in  Alternative  B are  much  to  be  preferred  m the  Fort  Stanton  and 
Mescalero  Sands  ACECs 


A not  for  profit  corforttwn  dtdiCAUi  to  affrtctotion  uU  umcrvatioo  of  our  nomo  flora  and  fauna. 


We  Strongly  endorse  the  buffer  areas  proposed  for  protection  of  certain  wildlife 
areas,  caves,  raptor  nests,  flood  plains  and  playas  and  caves  but  much  prefer  the  400 
meter  buffer  offered  in  Alternative  B to  the  200  meters  offered  by  *pr«l«rred'  alternative 
E. 

We  oppose  the  proposed  use  of  herbicxJes  for  vegetative  control  or  manipulation 
proposed  in  Alternative  E Herbicxle  use  should  be  restricted  to  noxious  weeds  and 
then  only  applied  by  hand  We  especially  obfect  to  vegetative  treatments  of  shinnery 
oak.  as  this  plant  is  not  an  invader  species,  the  habitat  it  provides  is  critical  to  lesser 
praine  chicken  and  dune  sagebrush  lizard,  and  it  provides  valued  feed  for  white  tail 
deer 

We  oppose  increasing  the  size  of  the  Mescalero  Sands  North  Dunes  OHV  area  as 
proposed  in  Alternative  E This  proposal  will  destroy  too  much  of  the  remaining  dune 
area  that  has  stabilized  over  many  years. 

Finally  we  feel  your  proposed  plan  is  still  too  heavily  weighted  towards  commodity 
production  and  livestock  management  in  particufar  Utilization  of  grass  by  livestock  is 
supposed  to  be  restricted  to  45  % of  current  season  growth,  but  even  so  this  will  cause 
sacrifice  areas  of  much  heavier  utilization  since  grazing  will  not  be  uniform.  You 
intend  to  improve  area  utilization  by  development  of  waters  through  wells,  spring 
development  and  water  lank  construction  To  the  extent  livestock  are  spread,  the 
pockets  of  ungrazed,  taller  vegetation  valued  by  certain  wildlife  disappear  We  believe 
good  scieixe  indicates  that  utilization  in  excess  ol  40  % tor  many  of  our  grass  species 
IS  damaging  and  we  certainly  do  not  approve  the  apparent  lifting  of  the  utilization  rate 
of  tall  grass  species  in  praine  chicken  habitat  above  the  current  25  */•  standard 

You  have  made  excellent  proposals  lor  protecting  some  ol  the  lands  in  your  charge 
Irom  further  degradation  Inclusion  ol  our  suggestions  in  your  final  plan  will  enhance 
your  efforts  even  more 


Thomas  H Woollen 
President 
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Fcbruiry  20,  1995 

Curtlt  ind  Llit  Doyil 
1609  D«/lc  Canyon  Road 
Carlsbad,  Ntv  Hsxico  >9220 

David  Stout,  RMP/ZIS  Ttaa  Lsadtr 
Bursau  of  Land  Nanagtssat 
Rotvsll  District  Offles 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Rosvell,  Nev  Mexico  >>201 

REi  Rosvell/Carlsbad  RMP/ZIS 

Dear  Mr.  Stout i 
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«r«  •nttrlng  a foraal  protast  of  tha  iaplacantation  of 
tha  Roavail  Carlsbad  INP/EIS.  Pour  aaatlngs  involving 
anvironaantal  and  Industrial  raprasantativas  vara  bald  at 
taxpayars  axpansa  supposadly  to  gain  iaput  into  tha 
praparation  of  tha  ratourca  aanagaBant  plans  and  yat  no 
auggastions  darivad  from  thasa  aaatings  vara  includad  in  this 
docuaant . Public  participation  is  ancouragad  and  than 
ditragardad  or  disaistad.  (Chaptar  5s  Paga  1) 


2 


3 


Social  and  aconoaic  issuas  vara  not  proparly  addrassad.  Tha 
ravanua  lost  dua  to  rastrictlons  on  oil  and  gas  industrias  and 
adjusting  of  livastoclc  nuabars  vould  dattabiliza  thasa 
industrias  and  hava  a dartriaantal  affact  on  county,  stata.  and 
fadaral  govarnaant.  Kuaarous  faailias  incoaas  vould  ba  t^'factad 
by  loss  of  jobs,  livastoclc  raductiona.  and  tax  incraasas 
ovarall  to  offsat  tha  dacraasa  in  laasas,  royaltias . and 
grating  faas.  Mora  important  vould  ba  tha  vast  amount  of  aonay 
ra^uirad  to  iaplaaant  any  of  tha  proposad  Altarnativas ; a 
factor  not  addrassad  ir.  this  docuaant.  {Chaptar  4.  Page  6S) 

Va  epposa  tha  livastoclc  grazing  and  vagatation  aanagaaant 
plan  bacausa  your  C-PC  doas  not  acet  tha  naads  of  ranchars 
for  aora  grass  prc<)uctioo.  Tour  gotl  is  to  aaintain  or 
iifrovs  vagatatlor  vlth  tha  aaphasis  on  vatarshad 
protaction,  foraga  for  vildlifa.  and  raducing  stocking 
rates.  (Chaptar  2.  Paga  165) 


I Your  goal  for  Riparian/Watland  and  Playa  La  ka  vhragaaant 
/h  a aaans  to  gain  control  of  all  vatar  sourcas  and  .danying 
axccc.f  ly  constructing  axclosuras.  (Chaptar  2.  Paga  183) 


5 


7he  identification  of  any  RCEC  ia  only  a local  incerpeatation 
and  doea'  not  varrant  tcadin]  iMje  aeutnta  of  fcd.ral 
land  in  order  to  gain  control  of  (rival..  »rd  itate  land. 
Corjr.aa  hai  already  :.«t  aiide  vaat  area,  to  be  protected. 
(Chapter  2,  Pa(|e  1B5) 


I Tour  plana  to  eanage  vaterahed,  aurfaca,  and  groundvater 
(;i..i'titi  I'hi!  quality  contain  a hidden  agenda  to  eanage  all 
Viter,  water  right.,  and  aurroundlng  land  both  piblic  and 
private  and  ia  in  direct  conflict  vlth  Nev  Mexico  w U r Uva. 
(Chapter  2,  Pnge  17/-17y; 


7 


We  are  at  a diatlnct  dlaadvantage  in  being  giver  a 120  day 
tiae  fraae  for  coaaenta  on  a docuaent  vhlch  toc.a  Z year,  to 
pi.pare.  You  e>i..ct  tie  cciienta  to  refer  to  error,  in  the 
analyaia,  nev  infoi  m t ion,  ■ i alnf oraa tic n , and  yat  ve  have 
no  acceaa  to  data  uaed  . We  ho(v>  cur  effort,  a.  r t viit.  >cur 
aped  f (cation,  and  vill  not  be  diaaiaaed  a.  in  previoua 
attati t i . 


106-1  Refer  to  responses  50-2  and  98-1. 

106-2  Refer  to  responses  29-7,  39-1,  39-7,  53-1,  53- 
7,  75-3,  75-4,  and  75-5. 

106-3  Refer  to  page  1-165  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS, 
where  it  ciearly  states  that  the  " Watershed,  wildlife 
and  livestock  management  objectives  for  each 
community. ..are  to  improve  vegetation  composition 
and  production  (emphasis  added)  In  areas  that 
currently  do  not  meet  the  vegetation  condition 
objectives  and  maintain  vegetation  condition  in  areas 
that  do." 

106-4  The  goal  for  Riparian/Wetland  and  Playa  Lake 
Management  is  as  stated  in  the  Draft  RMP.  Several 
laws  provide  the  foundation  for  management  of  these 
unique  habitat  areas,  such  as  the  National 
Environmental  Protection  Act  which  requires  the 
analysis  of  the  planning  and  development  of  projects 
including  those  affecting  aquatic  resources;  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  which 
requires  that  public  lands  be  managed  to  protect 
ecological,  environmental,  and  water  resource  values; 
Executive  Order  11988  Floodplain  Management  which 
mandates  reducing  hazards  to  human  safety  and 
preserving  values  served  by  floodplains;  and  Executive 
Order  1 1 990  Protection  of  Wetlands  which  minimizes 
the  destruction,  loss,  or  degradation  of  wetlands. 
Policies  are  found  in  Interior  Department  Policy  (BLM 
Manual  1731),  which  provides  for  the  preservation, 
protection,  and  acquisition  of  riparian-wetland  areas, 
and  BLM  Manual  1737  which  provides  guidelines  for 
protecting  and  acquiring  riparian-wetland  areas  as 
needed  to  preserve  this  habitat  type. 

The  BLM  coordinates  and  cooperates  with  resource 
users  when  developing  plans  and  projects  to  restore 
and  protect  these  resources.  As  an  example,  the  BLM 
may  develop  an  alternate  source  of  livestock  water 
when  an  exclosure  is  constructed  to  protect  the  water 
source  or  adjacent  area,  or  may  develop  a grazing 
system  and  riparian  pastures  that  will  allow 
regeneration  of  riparian  vegetation.  Coordination  and 
cooperation  are  built  into  these  processes. 

106-5  Refer  to  responses  39-3,  95-6,  and  97-5. 

106-6  Refer  to  responses  28-31,  29-4,  50-4,  65-16, 
65-23,  and  65-24. 

106-7  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 
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1 


2 


February  27,  1995 


David  Stout. 

RMP/EiS  Team  Leader 
BLM.  Roswell  Disinct  Otfice 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell.  New  Mexico  88201 

Dear  Sir: 

I would  first  like  to  comment  on  the  lact  that  the  120-day  comment  period 
is  not  enough.  The  agency  took  three  years  to  pul  the  RMP/EIS  together 
and  worked  to  get  it  in  a form  that  is  difficult  to  read  and  to  understand.  I 
would  also  like  to  comment  on  the  fact  that  not  one  suggestion  was  used 
that  onginated  from  the  advisor  and  discussion  groups.  Taxpayer  money 
was  used  tor  these  group  meetings. 

I am  extremely  concerned  that  this  local  RMP/EIS  follows  so  very  closely 
to  the  National  EIS  that  has  not  been  implemented.  Examples  are  as 
follows: 

Page  2-  20  with  reference  to  Range  Improvement  Ownership 
Page  2-165  with  reference  to  Desired  Plant  Community 
Page  2-165  with  reference  to  Seasonal  Slacking  Rates 
Page  2-168  with  reference  to  Ripanan/Wetland  Vegetation 
Page  2-171  wilh  reference  to  Riparian  Wetlands 
Page  2-177  with  reference  to  Watershed  Management 
Page  2-179  with  reference  to  Water  Rights  Management 
Page  2-183  with  reference  to  Speaal  Endangered  Status 
Page  2-183  with  reference  to  controlling  livestock  water. 


107-1  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 


107-2  Refer  to  responses  50-10  and  59-3. 


David  Stout. 

RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
February  27,  1995 
Page  2 


I also  disagree  with  the  following. 


With  regard  to  Watershed  Management  (1)  Pg  S-20:  No  occupancy  or 
surface  use  on  slopes  over  20%.  This  would  encompass  a tremendous 
area  along  the  Macho  Watershed  area.  (2)  Pg.  S-21:  To  allow  no 
surface  occupancy  within  flood  plains  and  within  up  to  200  meters  of  the 
100-year  flood  plain.  This  would  eliminate  a tremendous  area  west  of 
the  Pecos  River.  (3)  Pg.  S-21:  Allow  no  surface  occupancy  within  up  to 
200  meters  of  playas  or  alkali  lakes.  (4)  Pg.  S 22:  Allow  no  surface 
occupancy  within  200  meters  of  springs,  seeps  or  within  downstream 
ripairan  areas  - allow  no  surface  occupancy  within  up  to  200  meters  of 
earthen  tanks  or  riparian  areas  created  by  tanks. 


With  regard  to  Wildlife  Management:  (1)  Pg.  S-23:  Allow  no  surface 
occupancy  within  up  to  200  meters  of  existing  or  planned  wildlife 
improvement  projects  (2)  Pg  S-23  Allow  no  surface  occupancy  in 
occupied  dune  sagebrush  lizard  habilal.  (3)  Pg  S-24:  Allow  no  surface 
occupancy  within  up  to  200  meters  of  active  heronries  and  allow  no 
surface  occupancy  within  up  to  200  meters  of  raptor  nests  or  natural 
habitat  features. 
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All  of  the  above  are  too  vague  and  are,  in  my  opinion,  designed  to 
eliminate  livestock  grazing  and  oil  and  gas  exploration  over  a wide  area 
The  proposed  plan  is  not  feasible  and  the  budget  will  not  be  available  lor 
implementation. 


4 


On  Pages  S-28  and  S-33  the  study  mentions  the  purchase  of  additional 
stale  and  private  lands.  The  acreage  under  federal  control  should  be 
liquidated.  Additional  expansion  of  acreage  is  not  an  option  and  as  a 
taxpayer,  I would  be  totally  against  any  expansion. 


McNally 
Post  Office  Box  428 


RarKh  Company 
Roswell.  New  Mexico  88202 


107-3  Refer  to  responses  29-7,  39-1,  39-2,  39-7, 
53-1,  53-7,  75-3,  75-4,  and  75-5. 


107-4  Refer  to  response  28-57. 
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David  Stout. 

RMP/ElS  Team  Leader 
February  27,  1995 
Page  3 
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The  Roswell  RMP/EIS  does  not  encourage  or  promote  the  economic  use 
o(  livestock  grazing.  Livestock  production  is  the  leading  source  ot 
Income  lor  Chaves  and  Lincoln  Counties.  It  also  provides  lor  a stable  lax 
base  The  RMP/EIS  does  not  lollow  the  Taylor  Grazing  Ad.  which  was  to 
Stabilize,  not  destroy,  the  livestock  industry. 

I hope  that  these  comments  are  read  and  considered  and  I would  like  to 
have  a personal  reply. 


Sincerely. 

Scott  McNally 

McNALLY  RANCH  COMPANY 


SM;me 


McNally  Ranch  Company 
Post  Oh*c«  Boi  428  Ros*el,  Naw  Mexico  88202 


107-5  Refer  to  responses  50-3,  75-3,  75-4,  and  75-5. 
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David  Stout.  RMP/CtS  Taam 
Baaau  of  Land  Uanagamani 
Roa««(i  0«r<f  Offca 
1717  W«at  Second  Svaal 
Ro««tR  HU  M201-2019 

Dear  Ur  Stout 


ro  Bc«  tees  941388 


Th«  i«n«r  « to  provide  commarts  to  tha  combinad  draft  of  tha  Roswen  Aesourca 
Manapemant  Pian/?f»vTonm«rtta!  impact  Statement  (RMP/EiS)  and  the  Cinabad  Resoi^ta 
Management  Plan  Amendmem/Cnwonmental  impact  Staiemart  (RMPA/CIS). 


tpeeltic  cemmanta. 

•t.  Tawee  1.2.  and  3 (Pga  S-3  through  &-S3)  Vary  halpfU  m providUig  fit 
ptcti^*  Wei  dona 

(Note  Tha  apeciftc  auterrtentt  to  «fhch  the  lolow>ng  commerns  apply  appear  through  a^ne/afl 
ot  the  aXernadvea  Rather  than  repeat  the  commera  up  to  flve  (a  more)  timea.  t have  laied  I 
onty  once  and  cied  a apectftc  katirg ) 

t.  Pg.  2*4  Laet  aubparagraph  on  Mft  u0»  ot  page  conuioi  the  statemert  * . \rtmt 
•pedal  reeoi^ce  managerr^ert  conceme  donate  avict  adherence  to  the  poAcy  * What  apedai 
reaource  managemei  concerns?  Example  should  be  provided  Statements  »uch  u these  ^e  the 
•npresacn  that  any  8lM  employee  could  make  an  art)ftrary  deceion  m the  vea 

c.  Pg  2-89  Under  RpanarWVenand  and  Playa  lake  Uanagemen  K • ataied  ’>4o 
ti.aiace  occupancy  vocM  be  aOowed  wlhm  up  to  400  meieri  ot  pUyas  arxd  ahai  UAea. 
pwenmal  lueama.  rrveri  and  ftood.raina  and  iprings  and  »eepa.*  Three  comments  here  (1) 
The  nacase  torn  200  to  400  metert  appears  arMrary  I oouid  find  no  documeniad  scentific 
siatementaAeasoning  to  support  this  mcreaie  (2)  What  cheractertthc(t)  eeiaMeft  th#  basic 
dimensiont  ot  a pUyi  • Pom  which  poin((s)  does  one  start  meastaInQ  200  (or  400  mei«i)7 
The  centv  ot  the  pMyi?  The  last  visbte  high  wtler  marli?  Ote  moet  recerl  high  wat^ 

The  delirung  ch^acteetics  require  detwtion  Failure  to  have  them  ciearty  defmed  w«  isad  to 
confusk>n  and  meundersiandinQ  (3)  How  wtS  tha  tSstancea  be  enforced?  For  Insiance.  V a 
distance  « mutuaPy  csiabkshsd  and  agreed  upon  «ni  ih«rt  be  a tence/per meter  established? 
Wd  tha  permeter  be  changed  *n  the  event  of  an  unusually  *wei*  year  which  would  nae^ 
the  dimenstons  of  piayas.  lakes,  sic  7 
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d Pg  2-91  Sih  peragrsph  on  rigM  side  of  pages  titles  the  graiing  lease  on  AJtoon«K 
65041  would  be  cv>ceied  Why?  n has  been  my  obsenrabon  that  It  you  seof#  gra^ir^  you  wd 
have  deiertcrsted  land  «thm  • couple  of  yaars  (Jioi  kx*  m the  condlion  at  Sodomiesa  LWr« 
(where  the  lar^  • oft-lmiis  to  gr«>ngl  and  fhe  ad>ac»r<  pastues  (where  there  is  yaiir^l ) I 
conctf  that  I may  be  necessary  to  reduce  year  long  gra^mg  lo  canam  periods  in  order  to 
accommodate  wintering  waterfowl  (in  faa,  » property  maf\aged.  gracing  can  help  ffa 
piants/graues  go«  and  maease  The  food/riesimg  sXet  available  tor  the  waienowi ) 


e Pg  2-117  3rd  paragraph  under  6g  GamsAJpUnd  Game  Habeai  Management  sides 
“No  ii^ace  ocopancy  would  be  attwred  witfsn  io  200  meiers  of  eiaiing  or  piar«ned  wildlife 
ftabnat  improvement  projecti  * No  problem  with  exaiing  profects  However  recommend 


108-1  In  the  specific  instance  cited,  special  resource 
management  concerns  could  include  adherence  to  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  or  the  Archeological 
Resources  Protection  Act,  or  to  BLM  policy  or 
regulations.  Our  intent  is  to  provide  long-term 
guidance  without  being  so  specific  that  our  managers 
are  unable  to  work  with  resource  users  to 
accommodate  their  needs.  We  have  tried  to  leave 
room  for  common  sense  and  negotiation.  Also,  refer 
to  response  97-1 . 

108-2  The  400-meter  figure  is  the  distance  proposed 
under  Alternative  B.  The  proposed  setback  is  up  to 
200  meters  under  Alternative  D and  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  There  Is  no  setback  proposed  under 
Alternative  C.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  requires  an  analysis  of  the  beneficial  and 
negative  impacts  of  various  alternatives.  We  proposed 
different  setback  distances  in  order  to  analyze  a range 
of  alternatives,  according  to  NEPA. 

108-3  The  base  dimension  of  a playa  would  be  based 
on  the  playa's  contours  as  depicted  on  USGS  7.5 
minute  topographic  maps.  A setback  of  up  to  200 
meters  would  be  established  on  that  basis. 
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Any  action  proposed  on  public  lands  would  be 
evaluated  for  potential  impacts  to  nearby  playas  and 
the  surrounding  watershed.  In  some  situations,  such 
as  a well  pad,  the  project  would  be  located  in  a certain 
spot  relative  to  a playa;  there  would  be  no  need  for  a 
fence  or  to  establish  a perimeter.  In  some  cases  a 
protective  exclosure  to  control  use  in  a playa  would  be 
constructed  to  protect  all  or  a portion  of  a playa.  Such 
an  exclosure  probably  would  not  be  constructed  along 
the  setback  line,  but  would  include  sufficient  area 
around  the  playa  for  vegetation  and  watershed 
protection.  Exclosure  sizes  and  designs  would  be 
coordinated  with  affected  grazing  permittees.  In  other 
cases,  mitigating  measures  would  be  developed, 
based  on  the  specific  project  or  activity.  An  increase 
in  surface  area  of  a playa  due  to  wet  years  would 
probably  not  change  the  up-to-200-meter  setback 
since  the  setback  would  more  than  likely  encompass 
high  water  levels. 

108-4  The  grazing  preference  for  Allotment  65041 
was  ten  animal  units  (AU),  yearlong.  The  private 
inholdings  within  the  allotment  were  acquired  by  the 
BLM  in  1990,  to  improve  manageability  of  the  area 
and  to  serve  as  a protective  buffer  for  the  wetlands, 
proper.  A ten-acre  parcel  was  reserved  by  the  seller 
for  residential  use.  The  overall  objective  is  to  manage, 
protect,  maintain  and  enhance  the  natural  wetland  and 
aquatic  habitat  for  waterfowl  and  threatened  or 
endangered  fish  species.  Cancellation  of  the  grazing 
permit  on  Allotment  65041  is  based  on  the  higher 
resource  value  in  protecting  this  significant  wetland 
area  and  on  the  small  number  of  AUs  for  the 
allotment.  Although  no  grazing  preference  will 
continue,  we  reserve  the  flexibility  to  prescribe  grazing 
consistent  with  riparian-wetland  management. 

108-5  We  are  not  proposing  that  projects  in  the 
"wishful  thinking  stage"  should  preclude  other  uses  of 
the  public  lands.  The  difference  in  approval 
processes,  however,  dictates  that  we  have  a system 
that  protects  the  time,  effort  and  funding  invested  in 
wildlife  projects.  Most  proposed  actions  that  require 
surface  occupancy  of  some  sort  (e.g.,  rights-of-way  or 
permits  for  drilling  oil  wells)  are  approved  in  30  to  45 
days  or  less,  following  completion  of  an  environmental 
assessment  and  the  finding  of  no  significant  impact. 
Proposed  wildlife  projects  require  a 2-year  planning 
cycle,  including  an  environmental  assessment,  and  are 
not  approved  until  the  end  of  the  planning  cycle. 
Wildlife  projects  are  carefully  reviewed  to  be  feasible 
and  to  produce  the  least  amount  of  conflict  with  other 
uses.  Depending  on  funding,  the  project  may  not  be 
constructed  immediately  upon  approval.  Approval  of 
a surface  disturbing  project  could  negate  a previously 
planned  but  unconstructed  wildlife  project  or  one  that 
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d«ltrkig  *punn«r  br  hiprovOTM  pra^Kts  whfch 

h(v«  iMin  W'0V«1  X(  arUng  « »M  dm*  tulK*  occupancy  approval  k givan.'  Obiactlv*  hara 
k to  (vactuda  an  hivovamani  ki  «<#  ‘vriaMU  minklng  aiaga*  torn  blocking  aulaca  ocopancy 
or  bom  having  'aft*  Iha  (an*  hipfovamaoti  nagata  a praviooaty  approvad  awlaca  ooopancy 

I Pg  3-S6  Ragarding  Iha  Otras  Sagebruah  Lizard  la  lha  Izard  a lub-spadaaT  la  t 
bily  arvaangar^T  N not.  than  ttatrctlng  accaaa  to  Ida  77b.800  aaet  Idarnnad  vlolaaai  tha 
raarr  d Ota  Endar^ad  Spaoaa  Act  Fiaihar.  »<a  ganaralzad  saiamant  iKai  'Thaaa  izarda 
aihU  aaong  aa  Uaky  and  ara  nor  thoughl  lo  mova  baioaan  dunaa  complaxaa ' appaan  lo  ba 
apacuaon  and  not  itpporiad  by  aoamfic  Sudy.  Using  auch  auunpoona  craalaa  a taka  baaa 
upon  «ncd  to  mala  managamarl  dacklona.  In  Na  raspacl.  I moat  abongly  taga  tha  cxarpialion 
ol  vaU.  adartdc  atudiaa  and  tha  acquolion  ot  aciaraltic  dau  bafara  any  laatrUlona  «a 
placad  ipon  ahai  somaona  thinka*  k pcrantial  haMa. 

g Pg  4-22  Dodar  *Umtod(  Uan«9«m«(V*  • th$  *nu4  Artt  paragraph  • ajc«p<  tor 
lha  toft  aarfaoca  - H Uaiartty  tatoa.  Tha  approach  of  raducing  Waatock  to  to>provo  toraga  hu 
not  and  wfl  not  a««i  tha  daaaad  affad  to  dry/add  arTvtrorvnanta.  to  ordar  tor  toraga  - 
aapactoiir  pararmial  gra&aaa  • to  gr^v  vtgorouaV  and  to  ipraad  thay  must  ba 
harvaatacMrimmad  at  tha  propar  Uma  and  tha  mtoarali  raiurnad  to  tha  ground  to  tha  torm  of 
itona  and  dung  Rtr  H such  grasaaa  in  tha  dry  waatarn  atatas  ara  toft  atona  thay  «■  oxdiza. 
turn  brtoa  and  dto  tunjng  Ptonts  to  thasa  dy  araaa  simpfy  do  not  dacay  at  toay  do  to  araaa 
which  racarva  mora  than  1$  inchea  of  annual  pracptition.  If  anyona  wants  visual  conArm^nn 
of  this  tact  thay  shcOd  vIsJi  National  and  Staia  Parks  to  tha  ^ waatarn  autaa  whara  ivasto^ 
gradng  hai  baan  aiminasad.  Tha  graasaa  grow  quta  wad  for  a yaar  or  so  and  than  thay  bagto  to 
dto  whara  thay  stand  • to  tha  poirt  whara  tha  ground  bacomas  ^ and  barran  and  ptorv 
succaation  ragrassaa  rathar  than  imprcvaa.  faa.  a ranch  In  A,rlzona  opartoad  by  toa 
Audthon  Soctoty  has  rantroducad  fivastock  to  ordar  to  davaiop  toraga  and  improva  toa  land.) 

h.  Pg  4-70.  Undar  ‘Landt  and  Peaty  Managamant*  • Tha  second  sartanca  la  ordy 
paruaty  true  Payman  to  Ltou  of  Taxes  (PtlT)  dote  rxM  comptotaly  ohsai  tha  lack  of  tax 
rtvaoia  tom  public  lands  Arry  tima  lands  ara  withdrawn  irto  putOc  ownership  there  b a 
raduction  to  the  local  tax  bass  • period.  The  last  sartanca  does  oof  acoratafy  portray 
actualy  happana  In  tact.  9>a  ordy  itna  counties  and  ocher  taxxyg  arttoes  would  toaa  money  b If 
thay  reduced  Ihav  axbtmg  tax  rata  While  this  b a poastoMy.  I b the  axcaption.  This  r^aads 
to  ba  more  ctoarty  stated.  As  staled,  t providas  a falsa  rnpression. 

L Pg  4-70  Conutoad  in  tha  third  paragraph  on  tha  rtgM  side  of  tha  page  b tha 
obsarvAion  there  woiSd  ba  a raduction  of  nearly  $$2,000  in  grazing  toes  coiactad  to  the 
f^oswal  Pasorxce  Araa  Tha  paragraph  goes  on  to  slAs  *hal  the  BUd  land  marogemarb  costs 
would  be  reduced.  However,  toe  ar^alybis  does  not  sttoa  to  what  amoun  artd  tharatora  b 
tocomptoto  What  b tha  pro)actad  amount  of  savings  to  land  mar\agamani  coats?  $S.000?. 
$2S.000  (M  b hard  to  make  a racommendallon  or  comment  wthout  afl  tha  facts') 

i.  Pg  4-71.  Undar  *Uvaatock  Grazing  Managamart*  ; 

Pint  Tha  statement  • *On  a propooior^l  basb.  f tha  1.490.000  acres  of 
pU*c  land  r the  Aoswefl  Resource  Araa  ware  iou>y  avalabto  and  dadicafad  to  Ivesiock 
grazing,  tha  par-aaa  production  would  ba  about  $28,001,700.*  Thia  b not  oorractl  I bettove 
tha  sentence  should  read  total  production,  not  par -acre 

Sacorto  One  cannot  use  an  average  ravarSua  Agixa  par  acre  and  apply  I to  pubic 
lands  baeauaa  a pubic  lartos.  tor  tha  moai  pad.  are  not  choica  grazing  land,  b The  average 
revar>ua  par  acre  from  feed  tots  and  davies  b axtremaly  high  corr>parad  to  grazing  pastures  (I 
am  ur>awara  of  any  daxies/teed  tots  situated  on  pubic  tends ) To  obtain  an  accurba  compareon 
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is  in  the  planning  cycle  for  which  final  approval  has  not 
been  given.  At  the  same  time,  internal  coordination 
should  have  occurred  so  that  there  would  not  be  a 
conflict  between  an  approved  surface  disturbing  action 
and  an  "after  the  fact"  wildlife  project. 

108-6  The  sand  dune  lizard  is  considered  a full 
species  based  on  morphology,  coloration,  disjunct 
geographical  ranges,  and  the  lack  of  possible  gene 
flow  between  populations  (Fitzgerald,  Snell  and  Painter 
1994).  The  776,600-acre  figure  refers  to  potential 
habitat  (sandy  hills  and  deep  sand  range  sites)  and 
does  not  imply  restrictions  would  be  applied  to  that 
entire  acreage.  The  site  fidelity  statement  is  based  on 
a four-year  study  conducted  by  the  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish.  Ongoing  studies  are 
being  conducted  to  determine  distribution,  and  impacts 
to  the  lizard  from  oil  and  gas  development  and 
shinnery  oak  control. 

108-7  The  paragraph  you  reference  has  been 
rewritten.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

108-8  The  situation  in  each  county  is  different  due  to 
a number  of  factors,  but  in  general,  we  believe  the 
statements  on  page  4-70  regarding  PILT  payments  are 
accurate.  Based  on  a number  of  comments,  the 
socio-economic  sections  in  Chapters  3 and  4 of  the 
Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  have  been  revised.  Refer  to 
those  sections  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

108-9  The  text  referenced  in  your  comment  is 
admittedly  general  in  nature  and  may  be  a bit 
misleading.  We  do  not  compute  specific  management 
costs  on  a per-acre  basis,  because  our  funding  is 
appropriated  on  the  basis  of  activities,  programs  or 
projects,  not  acres.  We  get  funding  to  process 
Applications  for  Permits  to  Drill,  administer  grazing 
permits,  manage  recreation  programs  or  construct 
range  development  projects.  If  we  have  fewer  acres 
under  our  administration,  our  efforts  would  become 
more  concentrated  on  the  remaining  acres.  If  some 
34,000  AUMs  were  transferred  from  administration  of 
the  BLM  due  to  land  disposals,  there  likely  would  be 
some  allotments  that  no  longer  contain  public  land. 
As  a result,  we  would  not  need  to  issue  grazing 
permits  or  conduct  allotment  supervision  or  monitoring, 
which  would  result,  in  general  terms,  in  a savings;  the 
savings  would  be  applied  to  other  management 
activities.  Because  the  vast  majority  of  our  workload 
is  related  to  serving  the  public  (e.g.,  issuing  permits 
and  the  work  needed  to  issue  a permit),  we  would  not 
expect  a reduction  in  funding  simply  because  we  have 
fewer  acres  under  our  administration. 
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Foam  Tbs  sscond  paagrapb  iiass  tbal  sloimsrtt  in  ms  Csprodi  WHA  would 
hivs  rssl  bsamass  and  mass  non-produeiion  palods  would  istui  In  33-SOH  lass 
prntactlon.  wNcb  w«jW  squat  M an  tppasni  aoducton  a tilt  2S  and  It  II  pa  aert  Ttat 
a an  tasocaas  oonctasloo  bscsuss.  at  suitd  abova.  mass  lands  do  na  aoducs  a III  33  pa 
aat  Again  yew  nstd  lo  sUtaao  ms  high  rsvsrsM  asas  bscauss  mas  at  nons  a mats  on 
public  lands 

ta  Fgs  S-70  and  s-71.  lom  pages  idsnUly  rsducsd  Incoms  lo  ms  M.M  bui  lal  lo 
Idsrsdy  reduced  rsvtnuss  » ms  courslss  torn  avsttocta  production.  Ussig  ms  statd  tgura  a 
ms  dtaposa  a u many  u 150.000  acres  (34.210  AUMs)  and  you  producUon  llgas  a 
111  33  pa  acre  means  ths  ooumiss  Isisd  would  lots  12.199.500  (Evan  a ms  rtducsd 
aoduolon  vaha  a $10  pa  sas.  dis  sliminalon  a 150.000  tats  would  Mi  msai  a loss  a 
11.500.000  10  ms  coursiat.)  Tbs  impsa  ol  ibis  loss  b na  idatsssd  In  ms  EI8. 


Csnsril  commenls: 
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burden  on  ms  American  laiqiaya  and  should  be  avoidsd  Howsva.  whan  lucb  aoquitaio^'s 
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e.  Tbrougboul  tbs  aall  a ms  RotwsI  RMPIEIS  and  ihs  Caisbad  RMPAIEIS  mas  doss 
na  appear  to  bt  a conesnsd  anon  to  aomoit  tnd  losta  was.  muiipis-uts  a pubic  lands.  On 
ms  oonvvy.  mat  It  a dislina  tiaa  lowadt  wSItarawIng  addbional  lands  bom  maiipls-usa. 
adding  addlional  govanmsa  ragulaiion  (meaning  mors  govanmsa  tmploysss)  and  Incraasing 
Ihs  bisdsn  on  the  bca  aUzsrt 
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hanan  beings  Ehninalng  a tigmlicanl  aonomc  resource  asa  tom  the  local  sconemy  to 
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108-10  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  the  error.  We  have 
modified  the  text.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

108-11  Refer  to  response  70-2. 

108-12  Refer  to  response  70-2. 

108-13  We  view  the  disposal  of  about  150,000  acres 
of  public  land,  and  the  34,260  AUMs  associated  with 
that  acreage,  as  simply  a transfer  of  administration.  If 
all  the  proposed  land  disposals  were  completed,  we 
fully  expect  that  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  lands  would  be 
obtained  by  the  ranchers  who  already  have  grazing 
permits  on  those  lands,  and  that  those  lands  would 
continued  to  be  used  for  livestock  grazing.  We  would 
expect  revenues  from  taxes  on  livestock  to  remain 
essentially  unchanged.  Property  taxes  would  replace 
PILT  payments,  which  could  reduce  county 
government  revenues.  We  have  addressed  that 
impact  in  Chapter  4 of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

108-14  Refer  to  response  29-2. 

108-15  The  costs  of  acquisitions  may  be  borne  totally 
by  the  BLM  or  partially,  as  in  the  case  of  exchanges. 
A single  "benefitting"  use  is  not  usually  identified, 
except  perhaps  for  acquisitions  funded  by  an 
appropriation  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund.  Rarely  would  there  be  only  a single,  exclusive 
use  of  a parcel  of  acquired  land;  we  would  expect 
many  uses  to  be  accommodated,  to  some  degree. 

Persons  who  hunt  or  fish  in  New  Mexico  are  charged 
$5.25  to  use  public  lands,  pursuant  to  the  Sikes  Act. 
These  user  fees  are  collected  on  a yearly  basis  at  the 
time  of  the  purchase  of  a hunting  or  fishing  license. 

The  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act 
established  criteria  for  assessing  recreation  fees.  To 
impose  a fee,  a site  managed  by  an  agency  must 
have  the  majority  (five  of  nine)  of  these  amenities:  tent 
or  trailer  spaces;  picnic  tables;  drinking  water;  access 
road;  refuse  containers;  toilet  facilities;  personal 
collection  of  the  fee  by  an  employee  or  agent  of  the 
Federal  agency  operating  the  facility;  reasonable 
visitor  protection;  and  a simple  device  for  containing  a 
campfire  (where  fires  are  permitted).  If  any  of  the 
recreation  sites  on  BLM-administered  lands  meet  five 
of  these  nine  criteria,  then  the  BLM  could  charge  a 
user  fee.  A fee  substantial  enough  to  cover  all  the 
costs  of  operating  a site  would  make  the  use  of  such 
sites  unavailable  to  the  vast  majority  of  the  millions  of 
Americans  who  use  them. 

108-16  Refer  to  responses  39-1,  78-6,  99-2,  93-3, 
and  99-1 . 
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a.  Ttoia  arc  runarous  araas  propoaad  to  to  wthi^awn  tom  um  n erdar  to  davatop 
tham  u widamass  or  cxiti/ai  raaourca  araaa  Tha  fadaral  govarrvnam  akaady  occ\^>m  mora 
than  ona-thad  of,  tha  total  land  araa  of  tha  Uofiad  Stataa.  metudng  a stgrutcani  portion  of 
Souhaastarn  Ma«  Maxco  Da$igr\ating  addklor\al  araas  as  Araas  of  Crical  EnvfonmartaJ 
Concarn  appaars  unwarrantad.  Tha  oPiecllya  itxxid  to  to  raduca  tha  «nout  of  putoc  lartda  (la 
tha  bvfdan  to  tha  tai^ayar)  • rwt  add  to  tham 

In  summary.  whBa  tha  docunan  la  vary  datafiad  in  marry  araas  I doaa  not  provtda  an  accuata 
anatysa  of  aR  opiiooa  Data  provtdad  in  soma  araas  appears  to  to  'tiamad*  so  as  to  reach  a 
dassad  condusion  or  obyactiva.  Tha  draft  shoutd  prowto  as  much  lartuai  dau  as  poastto  H. 
aftar  raviawng  m tha  facta.  8LM  managamart  tna  tha  gwai  putoc  totova  tha  daetad 
aftamatha  (Aiarr^ihra  C)  ia  ill  tha  moat  deatad,  than  that  aftarroiiva  should  to  pts’suad 
Howwar.  many  of  tha  stalistica  clad  do  not  parmi  a vald  ccrr<>ariaonfanalysii  and  many  of  iha 
condusione/racorrwTvarxJaiion  sra  based  upon  tha  dasirad  ob^rvet  when,  in  tact  tha  desirad 
objacthaa  should  to  tosad  upon  the  trua  facts 

I moat  strongly  irga  a ravision  of  tha  draft  such  that  I mdudas  only  variiabie  facts, 
soardtficafty  gathar  date  logcal  sssunpoortt  basad  upon  facts  ar^  acorsM  finandaJ  astmalas 
of  the  impaas  of  each  proposed  altema/va  on  each  county  wvhai  the  eftedad  araa  To  do 
oiherwisa  • a ^ervta  to  tha  clitans  of  tha  f^wai  Ootrict  and  tha  Carlsbad  Aasotsca  Araa. 
tha  coiTtoa  rrvofved  and  tha  Staia  of  New  Uaxico. 


<£u—  K*— .0- 

Eton  Madara 


Copy  to 

Congressman  Joe  Skeen 
Goverr>or  Gary  Johnson 
State  Senator  Don  Kjdd 
State  Senator  Tm  Jannings 
New  Uanco  Pubic  Lirvtt  Cound 
Naltortal  Cailleman  s Association 
Mo^^narr  States  legal  Poundaiion 
Wasterrr  States  Public  land  Coalition 
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108-17  Refer  to  responses  24-6,  39-5,  54-2,  99-3  and 
108-6. 

108-18  Refer  to  responses  39-3,  95-6  and  97-5. 
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109-1  Refer  to  responses  41.1  and  50-1. 


109-2  Refer  to  response  50-2. 


109-3  By  implementing  restrictions  on  development 
and  use  in  floodplains,  we  would  be  reducing  or 
preventing  the  possible  loss  of  property  in  the  event  of 
a flood. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Nanageecnt 
Roavall  District  Office 
1717  West  Secof^d  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico 
February  28,1995 

Dear  Sirs, 

I wish  to  coouDent  on  BLM  Resource  Management  Plan. 

1.  This  RMP/EIS  reads  like  a Blackstone  Lav  Course. 

This  compilation  of  garbled  words  took  BLM  employees  (3)three  years 
to  put  together  as  a full  time  job.  We,  as  working  taxpayers,  are 
given  120  days  to  digest  and  make  suitable  comments  to  improve  the 
same?  Comment  period  should  be  extended. 

2.  Public  money  was  spent  to  gather  comments  from  the  Roswell 
District  area  at  group  meetings  in  Carlsbad  and  Roswell.  Two 
meetings  with  varied  intrest  groups  in  each  city.  Nothing  brought 
out  in  these  meetings  was  used  for  the  RMP-EIS  as  issued.  Is  an 
example  of  mollifing  the  public  taxpayer  while  BLM  acta  with  a 
closed  mind  on  previously  planned  orders? 

3.  The  planned  set-aside  for  Pecos  Valley  100  year  flood  plain. 
This  is  a tax-supported  dumb  idea.  A perfect  example  is  1993  and 
the  Mississippi  River.  Government (BLM  this  case-  Corp  of  Engineers 
in  Mississippi)  proposes  and  God  disposes  of  the  result. 


Sincerely  Yours 
/s/  Margaret  E Merritt 
Box  97 

Pinon,  New  Mexico  08344 
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N«v  M<nco  ClwpcfT  212£  Mjrc^  Sc»«a.Syaf  200  • Sanu  fj.  N«u<M<nco  87501  • (5051  988-3867 


Leslie  M.  Cone,  Disirici  Manager 
U.S.  Depart/nent  of  ihc  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roswell  District  Office 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell.  New  Mexico  88201-2019 

Dear  Mr  Cone: 

The  Nature  ConserNancy,  New  Mexico  CThapter,  has  reviewed  the  combined  Draft  Roswell 
Resource  Management  PlaaEnvironmentai  Impact  Statement  and  Draft  Carlsbad  Resource 
Management  Plan  Affiendmeni^vironmenul  Impact  Statement  (Draft  RMP/RMPA'EIS) 
prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM),  Roswell  District  Office,  and  has  the 
following  comments: 

The  Nature  Consenincy  wishes  to  commend  the  BLM  for  what  is,  in  our  opinion,  an  objective, 
well-balanced,  and  straightforward  discussion  of  the  potential  impacts  of  the  preferred  action  and 
its  alteimaiives 

We  especially  applaud  the  BLM's  decision  to  describe  the  impacts  of  each  alternative  on  a 
particular  topic  (e  g.,  oil  and  gas.  livestock  grazing,  wildlife)  so  that  the  reader  can  compare,  in 
one  section,  all  the  impacts  of  all  the  alternatives  on  each  topic.  We  also  greatly  appreciate  the 
fact  that  each  alternative  provides  for  en\  ironmenial  protection  along  with  resource  production. 

We  commend  the  BLM  for  compiling  tabular  summanes  of  alternatives  and  impacts  (Tables  1*3). 
We  found  these  tables  to  be  very  helpftil  when  comparing  the  potential  impacts  among  the 
jUtematives  on  the  various  resources.  Most  of  our  specific  comments  (enclosed)  arc  keyed  to 
these  tables  rather  than  the  text  itself 

Managing  the  area  to  achieve  "Desired  Plant  Community  Objectives*  seems  like  a good  approach 
to  vegetation  management.  Success  in  achieving  DFC  objectives  would  seem  to  depend, 
however,  on  BLM’s  ability  to  develop  aivi  implement  "a  more  extensive  vegetative  monitoring 
strategy”  because  ‘current  data  are ...  inadequate  for  wildlife  habitat  management”  (page  API  1 0). 

The  importar>ce  of  monitoring  programs,  developed  and-conducled  In  coordination  with  others, 
cannot  be  emphasized  too  strongly  We  are  pleased  to  see  recognition  of  this  fact  throughout  the 


document  (e  g.,  page  2-178).  We  are  also  pleased  to  sec  recognition  of  the  necessity  for 
'feedback  loops”  that  provide  a rr>echani$m  for  timely  and  accurate  'ground  truth”  information 
to  reach  agency  decision-makers  and  guide  management  decisions.  Only  through  successful 
monitoring  programs  can  BLM  ensure  that  special  management  areas  and  the  special  resources 
they  contain  will  be  protected. 

We  were  also  pleased  to  see  recognition  of  the  fad  that  public  larsds  are  very  significant  as 
preserves  for  special  status  species  and  communities  because  of  the  lack  of  restrictions  on 
adjacent  private  lands  (page  4-48). 

The  Nature  Conservancy  is  especially  gratified  to  see  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  is  proposing  to  designate  several  .Veas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  we 
previously  recommended  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area,  or  "RRA"  (Mescalero  Sands.  Ft  Stanton, 
Overflow  Wetlands.  North  Pecos  River,  Roswell  Cave  Complex),  ^'c  also  note  that  progress  has 
been  made  in  establishing  and  managing  several  other  ACECs  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area, 
or  "CRA”  (Black  River.  Dark  Canyon  Scenic  Area,  (Tbosa  Draw,  Lonesome  Ridge).  Previous 
coordination  between  BLM,  The  Nature  Conservancy,  and  many  other  agencies,  groups,  and 
individuals  has  achieved  positive  results,  and  we  took  forward  to  ftiiurt  cooperative  efforts. 

At  first  we  were  disappointed  not  to  see  the  Carrizozo  Malpais  area  being  proposed  as  an  ACEC 
in  the  RRA,  as  we  had  previously  recommended.  However,  we  understand  that  two  Wilderness 
Study  Areas.(WSAs),  the  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow  WSA  and  Little  Black  Peak  WSA  totaling  25.312 
acres,  will  either  eventually  be  added  to  the  Wilderness  Preservation  System  by  Congress  (page 
2*18),  or  will  be  designated  a National  Conservation  Area  (page  2-177).  We  also  understand  that 
under  Alternative  E.  this  area  would  be  closed  to  oil  and  gas  and  solid  mineral  leasing,  closed 
to  disposal  of  mineral  materials,  and  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  , it  would  also  be  closed  to 
off-highw-ay  vehicle  (OHV)  use.  excluded  from  major  rights-of-wiy.  and  managed  for  roadless 
recreational  opportunities  However,  we  are  uncertain  what  levels  of  livestock  grazing  and  what 
methods  of  vegetation  control  would  be  applied  to  this  remarkable  area. 

Finally,  we  were  pleased  to  see  recognition  of  the  fKi  that  successfully  developing  and 
implementing  monitoring  programs  for  watersheds  typically  having  a "checkerboard"  pattern  of 
land  ownersiLp  vidli  require  cooperative  efforts  among  agencies  and  orgaruzations.  The  Nature 
Conservancy  stands  ready  to  provide  any  assistance  we  can. 

Our  specific  comments  on  the  document  are  enclosed  Again,  congratulations  on  a job  well  done 
If  you  have  any  questions,  please  give  me  a call  at  (505)988*3867. 


Terry  Siulivan 
Director  of  Protection 
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Enclosure 


HAS  D r 1995 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  ON  THE  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANACEME  fT'S  DRAFT 
ROSWELL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN/ENVIRONMENTA 
statement  * DRAFT  CARLSBAD  RESOURCE  MANAOEMEN 
AMENDMEVT/ENTTRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
(DRAFT  RMP/R.MPA/EIS,  SEPTEMBER  m<) 

THE  NATURE  CONSERVANCY,  NEW  MEXICO  CHAPTER 
FEBRUARY  13,  1995 


Although  generally  endorse  adoption  of  BUM'S  Alternative  E (the  Preferred  Altetruiive),  we 
ask  that  BUM  consider  strengthening  some  of  the  present  Alternative  E measures  (cited  in  our 
specific  comments  below)  by  replacing  them  with  Alternative  B prescriptions  that  might  bener 
protect  special  sums  species  and  their  habiuts.  especially  within  ACECs.  If  that  is  not  possible, 
we  recommend  that  the  Final  RMP.RMPA/EIS  ftJly  discuss  BUM’S  reasons  for  selecting  each 
of  the  potentially  less  environmenully  protective  measures 

Puff  S-S  Table  I Under  CA\X  AND  KARST  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT,  the 
prescription  for  "No  Surface  Occupancy  within  up  to  400  meters  of  known  cave  entrances  . 
under  Alternative  B might  provide  bener  proiecbon  to  cave  and  karst  resources  in  the  CRA  than 
would  Alternative  E Dau  and  documenution  should  be  provided  in  the  Final  RMP/RMPAEIS 
for  selecting  the  apparently  less  protective  100-meter  buffer  distance,  especially  given  the  fact 
that  96%  of  the  CRA  would  be  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  under  BUM'S  standard  terms  and 
conditions,  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements  for  the  Preferred  Alternative.  (Same 
comment  applies  to  caves  and  karst  features  in  the  RRA,  page  S-15,  Table  2.) 

Page  S-7  Tahle  I Under  M1LDUIFE  H.ABITAT  3LAN.AGEMENT,  the  prescription  under 
Alternative  B for  'Tvo  Surface  Occupancy  within  up  to  400  meters  of  existing  or  planned  wildlife 
improvement  projects"  should  provide  more  protection  for  wildlife  than  would  the  200-meter 
buffer  provided  bv  the  other  alterrutives  (page  4-50)  A well-substantiated  rationale  should  be 
provided  in  the  Final  RMP  RMPAEIS  for  whatever  buffer  zone  is  selected,  keeping  in  mind  that 
95* « of  the  CRA  would  be  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  under  BUM'S  standard  terms  and 
conditions,  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements  for  the  Preferred  Atemative. 

Similarly,  the  prescription  for  "no  geophysical,  oil  4 gas  drilling,  or  other  development  in  Lesser 
praine  chicken  habitat  between  March  1 and  June  30"  should  provide  better  protection  than  the 
April  1-May  31  avoidance  penod  afforded  by  Alternative  E.  However,  if  the  argument  expressed 
in  Section  4 (page  4-49)  is  valid  for  the  CRA  (i  e.,  "many  of  the  oil  and  gas  leases  there  are 
completely  developed"),  perhaps  the  shorter  period  would  be  acceptable  (See  related  comment 
for  page  S-23,  Table  2.) 

Page  S-g  Tahle  1 Under  WILDLIFE  HABITAT  .M.ANAGE,MENT.  the  prescription  under 
Alternative  E to  "Alow  No  Surface  Occupancy  in  otgujiicd  Dune  Sagebmsh  Lizard  habitat' 
(emphasis  added)  should  be  expanded  to  include  areas  deemed  by  recognized  dune  sagebrush 
lizard  authorities  to  be  suitable  and'or  documented  habitat-  (Same  comment  applies  to  page  S-23, 
Table  2.) 
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The  only  reference  to  this  mitigating  measure  we  could  find  in  the  DraA  RMP/RMPA/EIS  is  on 
page  4-48  of  Section  4.  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQfENCES  - WILDLIFE,  where  it  is 
stated  that,  for  Alternatives  D and  E.  "suitable  habitat  located  within  'occupied  habitat'  would  be 
protected  by  a 100>meter  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation,  resulting  io  the  protection  of 
microhabitats 'while  allowing  oil  and  gas  development  to  occur  in  oon-suiuble  habiui." 
Alternative  B (not  *C"  as  stated  m Tables  1 and  2?),  would  provide  a 20C^mcter  buffer,  which 
seems  reasonable  since  96%  of  the  Roswell  District  would  be  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  under 
the  Preferred  .Mtcmatjve.  whereas  only  a very  small  portion  is  available  as  habitat  for  this  special 
status  species.  (Same  comment  applies  to  page  S-23,  Table  2.) 


110-1  A preliminary  study  conducted  in  conjunction 
with  the  Dark  Canyon  EIS  by  the  BLM's  Cave  and 
Karst  Task  Force  indicated  that  a 500-foot  buffer 
distance  would  adequately  avoid  cave  features  or 
passages.  We  believe  that  the  200  meter  (656  feet) 
separation  distance  is  sufficient  to  protect  most  cave 
resources.  The  200-meter  setback  is  the  distance 
established  in  the  regulations  (43  CFR  3101 .1-2).  If  a 
situation  develops  that  requires  a separation  distance 
greater  than  200  meters,  we  would  take  appropriate 
actions  to  ensure  that  cave  resources  are  protected. 

110-2  A 200-meter  setback  from  wildlife  habitat 
improvement  projects  provides  sufficient  protection 
without  unduly  affecting  other  uses. 

110-3  The  Summary  Tables  do  not  provide  the 
detailed  information  found  in  the  text.  In  this  case, 
refer  to  Appendix  3,  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  for  more  information  on  No  Surface 
Occupancy  stipulations..  Under  Alternative  E,  surface 
occupancy  would  not  be  allowed  within  up  to  100 
meters  of  suitable  habitat  in  areas  designated  as 
occupied  habitat  through  distribution  studies.  Suitable 
habitat  is  defined  as  those  areas  that  contain  the 
proper  sand  dune  structure,  including  edges  of  active 
dunes,  rolling  sand  hummocks  with  associated 
"blowout"  areas,  and  their  peripheries  occupied  with 
shinnery  oak.  Occupied  habitat  is  defined  as  suitable 
habitat  where  the  presence  of  the  lizard  has  been 
confirmed  by  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game 
and  Fish.  Occupied  habitat  would  include  those  areas 
where  lizards  have  been  collected  (docurnented)  in  the 
past. 

110-4  Refer  to  response  164-46, 


Under  Ripmr  Hahiixi  Managemeni.  die  requiremeni  under  Aliemative  B for  No  Surface 
OccuparKy  within  400  meterj  of  active  heronries  and  raptor  nests  would  appear  to  offer  better 
protection  for  these  birds  than  would  the  200-meter  buffer  provided  under  Alternative  E (page 
4-50).  The  Final  RMPR.MPAEIS  should  discuss  the  scientific  basis  for  establishing  these 
buffers,  considering  the  fact  that  96%  of  the  CRA  would  be  open  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  under 
any  of  the  alternatives 

Page  S-9.  Tahle  1 Under  Surface  Water  Management:  Quality.  Alternative  E specifies  No 
Surface  Occupancy  within  200  meters  of  floodplains,  playas/alkali  lakes,  springs-'seeps.  and 
earthen  tanks  or  riparian  areas,  whereas  Alternative  B specifies  No  Surface  Occupancy  wiihin  400 
meters  of  these  features,  thereby  better  protecting  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  and  the  wildlife 
species  they  support  (page  4-50).  The  Final  RMPTLMPA/EIS  should  discuss  the  rationale  used 
to  select  either  of  these  exclusion  zones,  keeping  in  mind  that  96%  of  the  CRA  would  be  open 
to  leasing  under  any  of  the  alternatives  (Same  comment  applies  to  pages  S-21  and  S-22,  Table 
2.) 

Page  S-IO  Tahle  2 Under  MINERALS,  I ncalahles.  the  Final  RMP/RMPA/FEIS  should  clarify 
whether  the  116.024  acres  proposed  to  be  withdrawn  from  locatable  mineral  entry  under 
Allemauve  E include  lands  within  either  200  meters  or  400  meters  of  the  source  of  spnngs, 
seeps,  and  downstream  npanan  areas  in  the  RRA. 

Pxge  S-12  Tahle  2 Under  \EGETAT10N  MANAGEMENT,  the  Final  RMPTUMPAXIS 
should  provide  a more  thorough  environmental  coslVnefit  analysis  regarding  chemical  and 
physical  vegetation  treatments  than  that  found  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPAEIS  (pages  4-22  and  4- 
23).  The  rationale  for  "aerial  application  of  herbicides  (that)  would  result  in  larger  iracu  of 
vegeution  being  treated  at  a time."  and  for  the  time  intervals  selected  between  chemical 
treatments  in  any  particular  area  (e  g . 10  years  vs,  15  years),  should  be  included 

iPif,9.lll  Table  2 Under  Qff-Hlghwas  Vchtclf  (OKV)  ManagcmClU.  Alternatives  C and  E.  the 
suied  rationale  for  enlarging  the  Mescalero  Sands  North  Dune  OHV  Area  &om  ns  present  ^ 
acres  to  1.546  acres  is  not  obvious  in  the  Draft  RMPTLMPAEIS  (pages  2-17^  and  4-55)  The 
Final  RMP/RMPAEIS  should  provide  an  explanation  for  the  proposed  enlargement. 


110-5  A 200-meter  setback  from  the  outer  edge  of 
100-year  floodplains,  playa  lakes,  springs  and  seeps, 
and  other  features  provides  sufficient  protection 
without  unduly  affecting  other  uses. 

110-6  Refer  to  response  69-1. 

110-7  Cost/benefit  analysis  vegetation  treatments  is 
conducted  at  the  activity  plan/project 
plan/environmental  assessment  level  rather  than  at  the 
RMP  level.  Aerial  application  of  herbicides  may  or 
may  not  result  in  larger  tracts  of  vegetation  being 
treated.  The  size  of  the  area  selected  for  treatment 
would  be  governed  by  the  site-  specific  objectives 
developed  in  an  activity  or  project  plan.  The  intent  of 
the  referenced  passage  on  page  4-22  is  that  aerial 
application  is  more  effective  and  efficient  that  other 
forms  of  application.  The  text  has  been  modified  to 
clarify  this.  Refer  to  Table  34.  The  10-year  time 
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Under  Allcnuiive  E.  the  nition*le  for  proposing  to  “Designiie  approxinutely  19,200  icrcs  of 
public  lands  along  both  sides  of  the  Pecos  River  as  limiied"  to  designated  roads  and  trails  for 
OHV  us<“  is  unclear  (page  2-83).  However,  the  potential  bcrKfits  of  dosing  those  same  19,200 
acres  arc  evident  (page  4-56).  The  Final  RMP/RMPA/EIS  should  specif  which  public  lands 
along  the  Pecos  River  would  be  open  to  OHV  use.  and  how  allowing  that  use  would  help  achieve 
BLNfs  recrcaiidn  management  goal  to  "Protect  natural,  cultural,  and  other  resource  values"  (page 
2*174).  including  habitats  essential  to  threater>ed  and  endangered  species. 

Also  under  Alicmalive  E,  an  explanation  should  be  provided  in  the  Final  RMP/KMPA/EIS  for 
proposing  to  designate  only  *2,000  Kres  encompassing  playas  artd  alkali  lakes"  as  "closed"  to 
OHV  use  [compared  with  closing  16,400  acres  uixier  Alternative  B (or  perhaps  17,200  acres, 
page  2*84)|,  and  for  proposing  to  designate  only  the  area  within  200  meters  of  pla>  as  and  alkali 
lakes  as  "dosed"  to  OHV  use  (as  opposed  to  400  meters  under  Alicmalive  B).  Given  the  "long- 
icrrn  benefits  for  a variety  of  water-dependent  species"  (page  4-56),  Allcmativc  B seems  the 
better  choice. 


Rationale  should  be  supplied  in  the  Final  RMP-UMPAEIS  for  proposing. 

under  Alicmalive  E,  to  designate  only  240  acres  [vs.  950  acres  (or  3,320  acres,  page  2-84?)  for 
Alicmauvc  B]  within  200  meters  (v$.  400  meters  for  AJtcmaiivc  B)  around  wrings,  seeps,  and 
downstream  riparian  areas  as  "closed"  to  OHV  use. 


Pagg  S-23.  Table  2.  Despite  the  explanations  given  in  Chapter  4 (page  4-49)  and  Appendix  3 
(page  AP3-9)  of  the  Draft  RMP-'RjMPA/EIS.  it  is  unclear  whether  either  of  the  proposed  buffer 
zones  for  drilling  operations  would  be  sufficient  to  avoid  adversely  affecting  lesser  prainc 
chickens.  The  fact  that  "Booming  grour>d  locations  arc  located  a minimum  of  three-<^uancrs  of 
a mile  [1.207  meters]  away  from  drilling  activities"  in  the  CRA  (page  3-28)  strongly  suggests 
requiring  a buffer  zone  of  at  least  400  meters. 

P:^yg  s.?5  Table  2.  Under  WILDLIFE  HaBITaT  MANAGEMENT.  Rjparian^'cUapd.  and 
Pla\a  l ake  Management,  the  Final  RMP  'R.MP.AEIS  should  clarif)  what  methods  would  be  used 
for  saJt  cedar  control  (i.e.,  fire,  mechanical,  or  chemical  control)  along  i)te  Rio  Boniio.  Salado 
Creek,  and  Pecos  Riva 


The  document  (here  and  on  pages  2*165  through  2*171)  is 
silent  on  what  levels  of  livestock  grazing  and  methods  of  vegetation  control  would  be  applied 
to  other  Special  Management  Areas,  such  as  the  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow-TinJe  Black  Peak  W'SAs. 
We  recommend  that  the  Final  RMP/RMPA'EIS  summarize  management  measures  for  all  Special 
Management  Areas. 


W’e  appreciate  coverage  of  the  proposed  management  measures  for  the  five  ACECs  in  the  RRA. 
W’e  endorse  the  bulk  of  the  management  measures  proposed  under  Altemaiivc  E.  the  Preferred 
Altemaijvc,  for  the  ACECs.  Addressing  the  following  comments  would,  in  our  Opinion,  improve 
the  Final  RMPTLMPA/EIS. 


interval  between  re-treatment  in  Alternative  C is 
designed  to  continue  to  maximize  forage  production. 
The  15-year  time  interval  in  Alternative  E is  the 
projected  life  for  a vegetation  treatment.  These  time 
intervals  were  considered  at  an  earlier  stage  in  the 
planning  process,  but  were  dropped  as  plan 
development  progressed.  The  intervals  were 
mistakenly  included  in  Summary  Table  2 (page  S-12); 
they  do  not  appear  in  the  text  of  Chapter  2.  The  error 
has  been  corrected.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

110-8  Refer  to  response  115-3. 

110-9  The  reasoning  behind  the  limited  designation  in 
Alternative  E verses  the  closed  designation  in 
Alternative  B is  that  access  to  the  river  is  needed  for 
recreationists  and  other  users.  Limiting  use  to 
designated  roads  would  protect  natural  resources  and 
allow  access.  Once  we  designate  the  roads  along  the 
river,  travel  off  road  would  be  a violation  subject  to 
penalties. 

110-10  The  closure  of  a 200-meter  buffer  is  adequate 
to  protect  the  playas  and  alkali  lakes  from  OHV 
misuse.  The  200  meters  also  is  consistent  with  the 
Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements  (Appendix 
3)  which  apply  to  other  forms  of  surface  disturbing 
activity. 

110-11  The  240-acre  figure  in  Table  2 is  a 
typographical  error.  The  figure  should  be  640  acres 
(refer  to  page  2-177  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS).  The 
mistake  has  been  corrected  (Refer  to  Table  34).  The 
closure  of  a 200-meter  buffer  is  adequate  to  protect 
springs  and  seeps  and  downstream  riparian  areas 
from  OHV  misuse.  The  200  meters  also  is  consistent 
with  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements 
(Appendix  3)  which  apply  to  other  forms  of  surface 
disturbing  activity. 

110-12  Buffer  zones,  or  setbacks,  would  protect 
existing  booming  grounds,  particularly  those  located  at 
undisturbed  sites  such  as  mesquite  grassland  pockets 
interspersed  within  the  shinnery  oak/dune  complex. 
Booming  grounds  also  have  been  documented  on 
abandoned  drill  pads.  Significant  grounds  (those 
exhibiting  continual  use  over  the  years)  located  on 
these  sites  would  also  be  protected.  Timing 
restrictions  would  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the 
setbacks  to  enhance  protection  of  habitat  during  the 
booming  and  a portion  of  the  nesting  period. 

110-13  In  our  discussion  in  the  Draft  RMP  of  methods 
to  control  saltcedar  along  the  Rio  Bonito,  at  Salado 
Creek  and  along  the  Pecos  River,  we  retained  the 
options  using  prescribed  fire,  mechanical  control  or 
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Piyt  S-?7.  Tiblc  2 With  regard  lo  vtgeiaiion  marugement  in  the  Overflow  Wetlandi  ACEC 
the  Final  RMP/RMPA/EIS  should  discuss  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  using  aerially 
sprayed  herbicides  to  control  salt  cedar  (The  same  comment  applies  to  the  North  Pecos  Rjver 
ACEC,  page  S-2S.  and  the  Ft.  Stanton  ACEC,  page  S-31,  Table  2.) 

• 

Vith  regard  to  proposed  OHV  use  in  the  North  Pecos  River  ACEC.  we  note  that  adopting 
Altemadvt  C would  result  in  BLM  declaring  that  some  3,360  acres  would  be  open  to  OHVs  for 
'limited*  use  on  designated  toads  and  trails,  whereas  adopting  Alternative  B would  designate 
about  3J60  acres  as  'closed'  to  OHV  uk  The  Final  RMP/RMPA/EIS  should  explain  why 
adopting  Alternative  C would  be  preferable  to  adopting  the  apparently  more  protective 
Alternative  B for  this  ACEC. 

Page  S-21.  Table  2.  With  regard  to  vegetation  management  in  the  North  Pecos  ACEC,  a slight 
discrepancy  is  apparent  between  what  is  suied  under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  Alternative  C.  and 
what  is  suted  in  the  text.  On  page  4^62  of  the  Draft  RMPiRMPA/EIS.  it  is  suted  that  "Under 
Alternative  E,  smaller  areas  would  be  treated  because  chemicals  would  be  applied  by  hand.' 
which  is  actually  more  similar  lo  what  is  stated  for  Alternative  D,  ralhn  than  Alternative  C,  in 
Table  2. 

Page  S-29.  Table  2 Relative  lo  OHV'  use  in  the  Mescalero  Sands  ACEC,  the  Final 
RMP/KMPA/EIS  should  clarify  the  sums  of  the  2,110-acre  area  left  over  when  the  2.47S  acres 
'closed*  10  OHVs  and  the  5,410  acres  allowing  'limited'  OHV  use  are  subtracted  from  the 
10,700-Kre  size  of  the  entire  ACEC.  The  Draft  RMP  RMPA/EIS  states,  for  Alternative  E (page 
2-188),  that  'In  the  remainder  of  the  ACEC,  OHV  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and 
trails ' 

Page  S-30.  Table  2 and  page  2-161  The  Final  RMP'RMPA/EIS  should  discuss  the  rationale 
for  opening  up  the  entire  27,622-acie  Ft  Stanton  ACEC  (except  for  330  acres  in  the  Feather 
Cave  Archeological  Complex:  page  2-123)  to  mineral  matenal  disposal,  especially  considering 
the  potential  adverse  environmental  impacts  of  such  disposal  activities  on  the  significant  and 
unique  features  that  originally  prompted  ACEC  nomination  If  disposal  pits  would  indeed  be 
'located  in  areas  that  would  not  be  in  conflict  with  wildlife  babiut  management  objectives'  (page 
4-64),  the  Final  RMP.'RMPA/EIS  should  provide  information  on  possible  future  pit  locations 
relative  to  the  ACECs. 

Page  S-31  Table  7 Under  Alternative  E.  we  understand  that  almost  the  enure  Ft.  Stanton  ACEC 
(about  23,999  acres,  page  2-173,  Table  87)  would  be  open  to  'limited'  OHV  use.  and  that  only 
301  acres  would  be  'closed.'  We  assume  that  siiKe  OHV  use  would  be  'restricted  in  some  areas 
of  Ft  Stanton  in  order  to  protect  habitat  for  the  [Kuenzler  hedgehog)  cacnis'  (page  73),  one  of 
the  main  objectives  for  esublishing  this  ACEC  would  remain  achievable. 

Page  S-43  Table  3 With  regard  to  OHV  Use,  because  the  adverse  impacts  of  "limited"  OHV 
use  on  watershed  resources  are  predicted  to  be  severe.  Alternative  B.  rather  than  Alternative  C, 


chemical  control  (within  the  constraints  prescribed  in 
each  alternative).  The  specific  method  selected  would 
be  determined  on  a case-by-case  basis,  predicated  on 
the  resource  values  requiring  protection.  For  example, 
mechanical  control  or  prescribed  fire  would  be  used 
along  the  Pecos  River,  and  hand  application  of 
herbicides  would  be  used  to  control  re-sprouts  along 
the  Rio  Bonito  and  Salado  Creek.  It  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  RMP  to  identify  each  tract  needing 
treatment  and  the  specific  method  of  treatment  to  be 
employed. 

110-14  We  considered  your  suggestion  to  summarize 
proposed  management  for  special  management  areas. 
Our  conclusion  is  that  management  for  each  special 
management  area  already  is  described  with 
summaries  of  the  pertinent  management  actions  in  the 
text  and  in  tables.  If  actions  such  as  vegetation 
treatment  or  livestock  grazing  are  to  be  excluded,  the 
descriptions  of  proposed  management  indicate  that. 
Otherwise,  management,  as  in  the  examples  of 
vegetation  treatment  and  livestock  grazing,  would  be 
conducted  as  described  in  the  alternatives. 

110-15  We  have  modified  the  text  to  exclude  the 
aerial  application  of  herbicides  to  control  saltcedar  in 
the  Overflow  Wetlands,  Fort  Stanton,  and  North  Pecos 
River  ACECs.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed 
Plan.  The  impacts  of  chemical  treatment,  including 
aerial  application,  are  discussed  in  Chapter  4 of  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  in  the  wildlife,  vegetation  and 
watershed  sections. 

110-16  Refer  to  response  1 1 0-9. 

110-17  The  sentence  you  reference  is  inaccurate  in 
the  text.  Alternative  D should  be  discussed,  as  you 
point  out.  The  text  has  been  modified  to  correct  this 
error.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

110-18  The  acreage  not  designated  under  Alternative 
E is  the  1 ,799  acres  of  private  land  and  the  320  acres 
of  state  land  proposed  for  acquisition.  If  we  acquire 
these  lands  they  would  be  designated  as  "limited"  to 
designated  roads  and  trails.  We  cannot  designated 
them  now  in  the  RMP  because  they  are  not  public 
lands.  The  management  of  acquired  lands  is 
discussed  at  the  beginning  of  the  section  on  ACECs, 
on  page  2-185  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

110-19  The  disposal  of  mineral  materials  is  a 
discretionary  action  completely  under  the  control  of  the 
BLM.  By  entirely  opening  Fort  Stanton,  we  have  the 
flexibility  to  locate  mineral  material  sites  in  locations 
that  would  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  all  resources. 
By  locating  pits  in  strategic  locations,  the  removal  of 
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24 


Paff  tt-aa  Tahlf  1 Under  Implementing  Best  Mana;ement  Practices.  Alternative  D argues  that 
■Requiring  that  economic  returns  or  environmental  benefits  exceed  an)  environmental  degradation 
would  provide  for  safe  and  effective  treatments  " The  Final  RMP/RMPA/EIS  should  discuss  the 
melhodolog)  that  would  be  used  to  determine,  objectively  and  with  confidence,  the  environmental 
benefits  of  preventing  further  degradation  of  the  habitat  of,  for  example,  the  Pecos  pupfish. 

Page  fi-SQ  Table  T Under  Vfffiation  Manajement.  the  Final  RMP/RMPATIS  should  provide 
a rationale  for  selecting  Alternative  C over  Alternative  B as  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
Alternative  C would  close  only  about  3.540  acres  to  OH\'  use  in  the  ACECs,  whereas  Alternative 
B would  close  about  10,880  acres.  Adopting  Alternative  B would  still  leave  28,300  acres  in  the 
ACECs  in  which  OHVs  would  be  "limited"  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 

Under  1 ivi-orvk  Management.  Alternative  B,  the  Final  RMP/RMPA/EIS  should  clarify  in  which 
three  ACECs  grazing  would  be  prohibited  on  about  13,500  acres.  We  were  unable  to  verify  that 
figure  either  ui  the  livestock  grazing  and  vegetation  management  sections  (pages  2-it  through 
2-76)  or  in  the  discussion  of  .ACECs  on  pages  3-73  through  3-82  of  the  Dra/I  R.MP'RMP.A'EIS. 


mineral  materials  could  benefit  other  uses  (e.g., 
development  of  water  catchments,  flood  control 
structures,  or  ponds  for  wildlife  habitat  improvement). 
Regardless  of  location,  an  environmental  analysis 
would  be  conducted  prior  to  approval  of  a site.  The 
benefits  of  a site  would  have  to  outweigh  the  impacts 
to  the  site.  We  have  not  identified  the  locations  of  any 
possible  future  mineral  material  pits. 

110-20  Comment  noted. 

110-21  Comment  noted. 

110-22  It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  RMP/EIS  to 
discuss  a "methodology"  to  determine  the 
environmental  benefits  of  preventing  habitat 
degradation  or  other  environmental  impacts  because 
the  types  of  proposed  actions  and  potential  impacts 
vary  tremendously.  The  New  Mexico  Water  Quality 
Control  Commission  (1994)  in  their  report,  "New 
Mexico  Nonpoint  Source  Management  Program" 
explains  that  best  management  practices  (BMPs) 
"should  be  developed  based  on  the  specific  site 
conditions  where  the  practices  are  to  be  constructed 
or  implemented,  or  both,  and  should  be  selected 
based  on  the  economic  restraints  and  goals 
associated  with  the  specific  problem  to  be  addressed... 
As  with  any  form  of  pollution  control  measure,  the 
benefits  gained  are  directly  associated  with  the  degree 
of  thought,  analysis  and  care  given  to  the  process  of 
selection,  design,  implementation,  maintenance  and 
management."  In  short,  each  case  is  unique.  The 
method  used  to  determine  the  environmental  benefits 
will  be  dictated  by  the  proposed  action,  the  resources 
affected,  and  the  degree  of  impact.  These  factors  are 
considered  in  detail  during  our  activity  planning  tier, 
where  site-specific  projects  are  proposed  and 
analyzed. 


110-23  Comment  noted. 


110-24  We  believe  you  are  referring  to  column  2 on 
page  S-50,  which  says  grazing  would  no  long  be 
authorized  on  about  33,500  acres  under  Alternative  B. 
All  of  the  Mescalero  Sands  ACEC  (7,888  acres), 
would  be  closed  to  grazing  (see  page  2-93).  All  of  the 
Fort  Stanton  ACEC  (24,630  acres)  would  be  closed  to 
grazing  (see  page  2-94).  About  1,000  acres  of  the 
Roswell  Cave  Complex  ACEC  would  be  closed  to 
grazing  (see  page  2-96). 
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RN€^'E IS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  L4nd  Minaierecm 
RofMctl  Disinct  Offk* 
l?n  Wes  2nd  Sutet 
Rootell.  NM  tt20IO0t9 


The  Pajarito  Grotto 

National  Spolrological  Soci«l> 
Po«  Office  Box  95 
Lot  Alimot.  NV  17544-0095 
Fcbniin  27,  1995 


Dear  Mr  Uom 


The  Pajanio  Grono  i$  the  local  chapter  of  ihc  Saoorul  Spelcolopcat  $octef>  la  norUtem  Ne« 

Mexico  We  repretem  over  25  memben  from  Ekmalilk).  Los  Alamot.  Santa  Fc.  and  Taoi  oouflUc$  Our 
members  include  professjonal  cave  hvdrok>(i<u  fcolo^sts.  and  surve>on.  at  «tll  as  recreauona)  overs 
We  appreciate  the  opponurutv  to  commetii  on  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Dn/1  RMP11S 
We  «sit  conAne  our  coenmenu  spoctficallv  to  topics  related  to  oves  and  karst  resources 

^tr  iniual  irepresston  on  rrvicwtD|  the  document  was  one  of  oonAiSioo  Cooibuuni  the  two  resource 
area  drafts  into  a Qn^le  document  has  vxided  an  unwveldv  documem.  difftculi  lo  follow  artd  chaMen^af 
(0  review  In  parucuUr.  references  to  caves  and  karst  resources  are  scattered  ihrouthoui  the  lenfthv 
document 

Despite  the  aviVward  or|afuiatio<v  wt  have  careful))  reviewed  the  document  aod  commend  >ou  oo 
an  meriJI  excclkni  aaalysu  We  ted  Uim  >ou  have  done  a fine  job  of  balanciai  the  cooflictmf 
cm irofuncmal  and  economic  demands  on  BLM  lands  while  pfotccunf  t)ie  saentific  and  recreational 
values  of  the  caves  and  karst  resources  under  vour  maoa|cmcnt  We  therefore  cadorse  AJtemauvc  ~E.' 
BLM's  preferred  aJicmativc  changed  to  include  i)ie  mofc  resthctAC  oil  and  gas  surface  occupanev 
restrictions  described  under  Alternative ‘B*  on  p 242  Our  analvsts  shows  that  this  change  would 
sigmficamlv  increav  protection  of  the  cave  and  karst  resources  wnh  a tnvial  incremental  impact  on  gas 
aod  oil  resource 

W’e  also  make  the  following  generd  and  specific  comments 


• Table  2.  p $-15  and  the  discussion  on  p 2*S3  indicate  that  caves  and  karst  resources  are  considered  a 
“recTcaiion*  resource  m the  Roswell  Resource  Area  We  believe  ilus  caiegonraiioo  is  oversimplisuc 
and  undcrcstimaies  the  true  importance  of  the  karst  resource  As  )Our  own  document  makes  dear,  the 
caves  provide  a wide  range  of  benefits,  including  wildlife  habitat  (majot  bai  hibentacula).  groundwater 
resource  protection,  archaeological  sues,  and  opportuniues  for  ongoing  research  in  bvdiologv.  geologv. 
and  paleoniok>Ci  The  docurrwni  should  be  rewritten  to  rerieci  these  benefits 

• Csmmcrciallv  guided  cave  t/tps  have  Use  potential  of  major  negative  impacts  on  cave  resources  both 
u)  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resources  Areas,  and  nationwide  The  Siuonal  Speleological  Socieiv  has 
studied  this  topic  at  length  The  Pajanio  Grotto  applauds  vour  decision  dewnbed  on  p 2-191  to 
disafiow  commercial  guiding  in  the  Roswell  Cave  Complex  ACEC  until  a Uionaigh  resource  evaluation 
IS  oompkie  W’e  urge  that  this  seosibk  approach  be  expanded  to  cover  all  cave  resources  in  the  Roswell 
and  Carlsbad  Resource  Amas  and  that  the  document  be  revised  acxaxdinglv  la  particular,  the 
conuadictorv  Language  at  ()« top  of  p 2*  1 i should  be  revised  or  deleted  Fu/thermote.  we  request  that 
inv  srudies  or  deasioru  on  commercial  cave  trips  be  open  to  public  review,  and  that  the  Fajanio  Grotto 
be  lAformcd  of  such  studies  or  decisions  in  a umelv  fashion 


WhiU  we  appreciate  the  BLM  s desire  for  increased  interpretive  program  opportuniues.  actions  that 
promote  o»  mav  cause  increased  cave  visitation  raise  senous  conservation  issues  We  therefore  quesuon 
i)k  advisabilitv  ^trail  construction  to  Malpais  Madness  Cave,  described  on  p 2-IT7.  and  increased 


111-1  We  are  very  committed  to  proper  and  prudent 
management  of  cave  resources.  The  various 
proposals  for  cave  management  and  protection 
described  in  Chapter  2 of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  support 
this  commitment.  Cave  protection  has  been  afforded 
through  federal  laws  and  regulations,  as  well  as 
District  policy  and  proposed  RMP  actions.  BLM 
manual  guidance  (Manual  8380,  BLM  Cave  Resources 
Management,  Section  2.21 ),  states  that  the  first  priority 
in  cave  management  is  the  scientific  aspect.  The 
second  priority,  when  it  can  be  accommodated  in 
relation  to  scientific  values,  is  recreation.  In  such 
cases,  caves  must  be  managed  so  that  scientific 
values  are  preserved  and  not  compromised. 

111-2  Commercially  guided  cave  trips  would  indeed 
have  great  potential  to  negatively  impact  cave 
resources  if  commercial  operators  were  not  regulated 
by  strict  procedures  or  required  to  possess  appropriate 
skills  and  training. 

In  addition  to  requirements,  operators  engage  in 
activities  under  an  environmental  assessment  on 
commercial  use  and  a Commercial  Cave  Use  Policy 
amendment  to  the  Roswell  District  Cave  Program  and 
Resources  Management  Plan.  With  increased  public 
demand  for  recreational  caving,  commercially  guided 
cave  trips  would  offer  the  general  public  a safe  and 
educational  avenue  for  experiencing  wild  caves. 


The  language  at  the  top  of  page  2-18  is  not 
contradictory.  With  the  exception  of  Crockett  and 
Torgac  caves,  which  have  been  comprehensively 
inventoried  for  biota  and  natural  resources, 
commercially  guided  trips  would  be  allowed  to  caves 
that  are  not  included  in  the  Roswell  Cave  Complex 
ACEC.  Fort  Stanton  Cave  is  not  in  the  Roswell  Cave 
Complex  ACEC;  it  is  in  the  Fort  Stanton  ACEC. 


Twenty  percent  commercial  use  is  a reasonable  figure 
for  providing  commercial  trips,  as  opposed  to  other  trip 
types.  Fort  Stanton  Cave,  for  instance,  averages  1 083 
total  visitors  per  year  for  all  purposes  (1992-1994 
statistics).  Under  commercial  use,  no  more  than  216 
persons  would  be  allowed  on  a commercial  trip.  A 
potential  carrying  capacity  for  Fort  Stanton  Cave  is 
3,200  persons  per  year  (daily  capacity  of  16  persons 
during  7.5  months  open  season).  In  this  example, 
commercial  use  would  amount  to  no  more  than  640 
participants,  and  every  participant  would  receive  a 
controlled,  ethics  and  behavior-oriented  trip.  The 
result  of  such  experiences  should  be  a greater  public 
appreciation,  and  therefore  support,  of  fragile  cave 
resources. 
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in>f|Mifini  aofviMi  n tke  Rfl(»efl  C«^«i  vti.  dcacrfcd  «m  p 2*tT  1i  paitxdm.  «c  iiroii|<y 
moBmmeai  Ow  iaefpmm  program  diraciad  a ci%t*  be  hauicd  m ^en  Suniow  Cat.  tliicft  aJraad> 
bii  a 4r««taac4  CMgigraund  end  «ec«rt  aeces  ODMiol  la  DM  nme  ^irit  •«  oppoa  da 'Kaoenal 
Sccrac  Train  designatioa  prepoMd  n Ahcnaint  *0*  fo  Ton  Suaion  Cat. 

• Scace  da  Draft  RMP^IS  docwDeii  releasad.  the  Roe«ell  Diana  of  the  BLM  hat  raned  u 

■aporuat  am  itaa  coneetioo  ofeiaraaee  feet  Tltis  inve  it  descrM  w deuit  ia  the  FaderaJ 
Frgiacf.  1hwaaf>  If.  IW  The  FaianioGrooo  has  tertoat  CDOcenaanra  ihtt  proposal,  aad  *«  than 
hcooraacaaagoai(iepaniel).he<brelhe  April  19.  l99Sdeadbac  la  particala.  at  fcd  tha  this 
prapooi  a railike)>  le  airvnt  aa>  iratcwiMe  oosi>befafti  aaalym  The  propoaed  eatnace  toes  dearly 
a|iitiiat  a mapot  cho^ ia  the  Dtaha't Maaafcaaai  Flaa  far Ca^t  Resouroea  aaB u sack.  AoaM 
ha\c  beta  iadaded  ia  the  Draft  RMP^IS  for  paNic  rt\iea  la  the  RMP/EIS  proecai.  this  proposal 
moaMba^cracenadaraorengoraasanahsii.  iacladiage\ahiaooaofaheniaints.  WeelgMiothe 
aa>  dai  the  fee  proponl  aas  oauned  from  the  Drdl  ftMP/EIS.  aod  bdte\t  that  ihtt  oadsaion  detracts 
tera  dK  mraplcvaf  of  the  docaama.  aad  casts  doubt  oa  the  Distria't  aAcrcaa  le  FtFMA  aad 
>OA  lagaiitawau  We  raqata  danflcaiioa  oa  ahy  the  fee  proposal  aas  aot  tadadad  ia  the 
dBCHKM  Mder  mie».  and  boa  (he  Difl/ia  iMeads  lo  moa  applicable  FI.FMA  aad  NEFA 
ragrariratati  despite  this  oaineirai 

• The  locnioas  of  Torgac  Ca%t  tad  the  Border  Hit!  NML  are  rrvened  on  Map  1 p 2>13. 

• FigBieA5*l.rcferT«d  to  oa  p AF5>1.  seem  lobe  maiag.  This  Agarr  should  be  iaduded  la  the  flaal 
dacwm 


We  ippRcijie  the  opponuait)  lo  eommeai  oo  this  docuam  Please  keep  m mfermed  of  fatart 
de^depta^  (tilled  lo  ite  RMP/EIS  We  «ouM  be  happ)  lo  discuss  these  maom  «i(h  you  farther, 
eaher  ladniduaOy  or  a a (tgolarty  tchedukd  Grotto 


SiacercK. 


Mw  TM.  Lyles 
Charaaa.  P^famoCrooe 


HJ  Twa 

VbeOainuaa.  Pajariio  Crooo 

oc:  Chris  Lae 

ChavmM.  N$S-SWR 
d06  Suarise 

Abaiotordo.  NM  tt3)0 
AJben  Knuac 

Chasmao.  NSS  Comcrvauoa  Subcoeuninec 
1731  Sauib«ea  7dth  Terraa 
CainesMlle.  FL  32607.3411 


Jaaa  Thorae 
NSS  Co^eraraeat  Albin 
473  Cretceai  Bhd  Exl 
Coraopdn.  PA  I5I0I 

Da\id  lagaou 

Paramo  Crotio  Conserxaboa  Chair 

IWI  Ira.  1103 

Lot  Alaiaos.  NM  17344 


111-3  We  have  reconsidered  the  need  for  a trail  to 
Malpais  Madness  Cave,  because  of  hazards  at  the 
cave's  entrance  and  a seasonal  closure  due  to  bat 
hibernation.  The  concept  of  a trail  was  to  offer  the 
public  a long-range  hike  across  the  lava  flow  to  a 
unique  moon-like  setting  much  different  from  the  rest 
of  the  vegetated  flow.  We  have  modified  the  text  to 
eliminate  the  proposed  trail  to  the  cave.  We  would 
consider  a trail  elsewhere  In  the  lava  flow.  Refer  to 
Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

As  far  as  interpretive  programs  are  concerned,  visitors 
at  the  Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area  would  be 
provided  with  an  awareness  and  general 
understanding  of  regional  cave  and  karst  resources. 
Crockett  Cave,  beyond  the  west  margin  of  the  lava 
flow,  would  be  available  for  permitted  and,  periodically, 
guided  interpretive  trips.  Emphasis  would  be  placed 
on  off-site  interpretive  programs. 

111-4  The  cave  fee  issue  is  an  administrative  and 
discretionary  action,  not  a land  use  planning  action, 
although  it  could  affect  intensity  of  use.  If  the  fee 
issue  was  related  to  land  use  or  an  allocation  of  a 
resource,  it  would  have  been  considered  in  the  RMP. 

111-5  Your  comment  has  been  noted.  Map  9 has 
been  corrected. 


111-6  Your  comment  has  been  noted.  Figure  A5-1 
has  been  added  to  Appendix  5 in  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS. 
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Mr  Divid  Siout,  RMP/EIS  Tctm  Letdcr 
Bureau  ofLaiuJ  Mantfoncni 
Rofwefl  DiATKi  Office 
1717  We«  2nd  Strecf 
RofweO.NM  U201 


R£  RonvcD  Resource  Area  Draft 

Roouree  Mioi|ciseoi  Plaa/Ea>iroameo(at  Impaci  Scaieaeal 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Draft 

Resource  Masa|eme«l  naaToviroomcntal  Impaci  Suicaeaf 


Dear  Mr  Stout, 

A»CO  Penniin.  ■ unit  of  AUwiic  RichfiekJ  Compony,  tppreciite*  (he  opportunity  for 
Commuinf  ponicipjiioo  in  the  draftini  ind  review  of  the  Rojwell  District  Resource 
Minnement  PUn.  ARCO  Pemiin,  formerly  known  u ARCO  Oil  ind  Ou  Compony.  had  a 
teptesentadve  on  one  of  (he  three  scopinj  committees  that  the  BLM  convened  leveraJ  years 
a|o.  At  that  time  the  oil  and  |is  industry  had  the  opportunity  to  provide  input  into  the  issues 
to  be  discussed,  possible  solubons  and  to  express  our  concerns  about  the  plan  development  and 
implementttion.  Unfortunately,  we  find  that  very  few  of  our  sujiesbons  and  bttle  of  our 
input  appear  to  have  been  seriously  considered  or  incorporated. 

ARCO  Permian  continues  to  participale  in  industry  and  BLM  efforts  throuih  (he  New  Mexico 
Oil  and  Gas  Association  (NMOGA)  and  the  industry/BLM  work  jroup.  We  are  also 
participabni  in  the  effort  to  drafi  Altemidve  F,  i user's  coalition  alternative,  and 
comprehensive  comments  to  be  submined  by  NMOGA.  We  support  the  concepts  and  the 
chanjes  suijested  in  these  documents.  In  addition,  we  offer  the  anached  specific  comments 
on  our  own  behalf. 

ARCO  Permian  is  disturbed  that  the  BLM  appeared  to  be  non-recepdve  to  repeated  ret]uetO 
for  time  extensions  to  review  the  Resource  Mana|ement  Plan.  We  acknowled|e  that  the  BLM 
did  (rant  an  additional  30  days:  howeva,  as  it  took  the  BLM  several  years  til  draft  this  plan, 
we  feel  (hat  (he  BLM  could  have  been  more  lenient  in  their  timeline  for  public  commetu.  As 
the  BLM  knows,  we  have  had  serious  cutbacks  in  personnel.  The  time  available  to  the 
individuals  who  review  this  plan  is  limited  due  to  increased  workloads.  Also,  as  the  review 
period  mcluded  several  major  holidays  and  year  end  report  requirements,  time  was  further 
limited. 


112-1  Refer  to  responses  41.1-1  and  50-1. 


Mr.  David  Store,  RMP/EIS  Tnaa  Laadw 
Pata2 

The  apparem  tack  of  consideration  of  industry  concerns,  in  this  plan  and  the  review  process,  casts 
shadows  on  BLM  management  tutements  regarding  the  desire  to  work  with  the  oD  and  gu 
industry  to  resolve  differences  and  foster  good  rclationa 

If  you  wish  to  discuss  any  of  the  comments  submitted  on  behalf  of  ARCO  Permian,  please  contact 
me  at  the  above  address  and  telephone  number 


Sincerely, 

Elizabeth  S Bush 
Coordinalor,  Public  Issue 


ESB 

ra^  ■o»*f 
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GENERAL  COMMENT! 

ARCO  Ptmtlin  Is  to  not#  thit  th#  ovirtofto  o(  tM  dooimirt  portnyi  ttM  ei  ind  oat 

I negilivi  S^hL  Although  thU  may  ftot  Mv#  boon  ifitontioftN.  I ctfUWy  ippoort  that  wty 
to  thoM  ot  ui  to  tho  toduitry.  Tho  drift  alao  retort  to  tho  ol  and  gw  \rMri.  lovofil  Umoa,  M 
providing  tontoofiry  ocooomlc  bonoflts  and  tompofiry  proaportly  to  SouthoaN  Now  Mctoce.  Wo  tool 
(hat  tho  BLM  i$  to  orror  to  thU  mattof.  Sovonty  yoare  of  conttouod  oporeOon  and  proUWo  tong  tarm 
future  opofUJons  «>nstftutt  more  than  a tamporeor  preaooca.  CarUlnly  tho  presonci  o#  tho  ol  and 
gas  todwatry  dominates  tho  ocor>omy  in  tho  Cartsbad  ftesourca  Area  and  has  significart  Impart  to  tho 
Roswil  Area.  Tha  presooco  of  tho  ol  and  gas  todustry  cortatoly  tacoodi  mat  of  tho  land 
managomort  agonrtos.  Only  a rtominal  amount  of  credit  la  givtn  to  Iho  indurt/y  tor  Iho  toooomto 
bonoftta  providod.  not  only  to  Southeast  Now  Mexico,  but  to  tho  itilo  as  wol  as  to  mo  fodoret 
govomm^ 

Confusion  H generated  to  tho  text  with  respect  to  tho  *viluo‘  of  tho  various  resourcts.  partoiarty 
when  they  are  compared.  Tho  toformaUon  ind  comparisons  providod  do  not  uso  tho  same  basis. 
Some  comparisons  are  for  tho  local  area  only,  some  for  lha  District  arto  others  on  an  oven  a broader 
level  such  as  tho  state.  In  order  to  maka  a fair  comparison  of  tho  bonoflu  and  imports,  tho  basis 
needs  to  bo  the  same. 

Tho  impart  of  BLM  actions  to  tho  District  is  somewhat  undear  by  the  vaguoriosa  of  tha  land 
distribution  toformalion.  Lea  and  Eddy  County,  to  which  most  of  tho  oi  and  gas  production  ocewrt 
and  which  have  a larga  portion  of  federal  surface  and  minerils.  are  greatly  toftuoncod  by  tho  8LM 
actions.  A lack  of  clartty  on  the  land  managomenf  authority  and  lha  impoci  of  BLM  dodsiorts  Is 
htoden  in  this  document. 

We  suggest  that  tho  BLM  indudo  to  tho  final  document  a labit  showing,  county  by  county,  tho  total 
acreage,  the  surface  that  is  managed  by  each  surface  management  agency  or  private  owner  as  wtl 
•s  the  minerei  estate  monagement  by  BLM.  the  state  and  fee  Interests.  Additional  large  maps  should 
also  be  provided  overlaying  tho  surface  managemert  adions  with  mir>eril  potential.  Tho  map* 
should  indudo  shaded  areas  showing,  on  a lownship>ringo  basis,  tho  entire  areas  for  whl<m 
management  rcstridions  wHi  be  applied.  Tho  maps  providod  are  totafty  Inadoquata  to  afford  a 
reasonado  review  of  the  potential  impads.  Tha  addHionai  information  wil  cortai^  provide  a bettor 
and  rnore  objective  perspective  on  the  overall  impad  of  the  BLM  managemert  philosophies  to  certain 
areas. 
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The  BLM  provides  five  aftemaUves  to  the  draft  documert.  Supposedly  ARcmative  A Is  the  cumnl 
operating  standards  to  larto  management  poTicy.  Industry  has  chosen  to  chaflenge  this  slitemert  as  I 
ts  generally  feft  that  AAemalive  A aduaily  goes  beyond  what  ts  considered  as  currert  accepted  end 
authorized  managemert  pradices.  The  other  enemallves  are  unacceptable  to  todustry  because  of 
the  toaeastog  and  urtjustifiable  restridions. 

The  BLM  slates  to  the  text  that  they  have  a responsibiOty  of  *aggressrvely  seeking  an  end  to  al 
unnecessary  withdrawals  and  dassiftcalions.*  They  also  have  been  charged  with  streamlining 
regulations  with  rasped  to  the  managemeni  of  federal  lands.  Tha  aRematives  proposed  do  not 
appear  to  meet  these  chaneoges.  In  aduaOty.  they  appear  to  tocreasa  land  management 
rtguiremenls  as  weO  as  increasing  regulstions  upon  the  users  of  the  pubOc  lands. 

AAemathre  E la  unacceptable  as  lha  preferred  sRematlve.  partly  because  1 la  not  cortsidered  the 
more  balanced  of  the  aRematives.  AAemalive  E is  explained  as  provldtog  *u  much  envlronmcntai 
protedioo  as  possible  while  stiB  meeting  the  BLATs  mulUple  use  mandates.*  The  big  question  la 
whether  or  itot  AAemative  E actually  meets  muRiple  use  mandates.  If  so.  then  R appears  that  I only 
mirumaDy  meets  these  mandates  to  order  to  futfiB  the  minimum  requirements  by  taw.  not  necessarily 
what  would  be  the  best  use  of  the  land.  In  light  of  the  economic  benefits  from  the  pubRc  lands  to  the 
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112-2  Refer  to  response  28-46. 


112-3  Table  94  has  been  revised  to  show  surface 
ownership  by  county.  Our  budget  for  printing  and 
other  factors,  such  as  the  practicality  of  fitting  a 
resource  area  map  on  a page,  had  major  roles  in  the 
type  and  scale  of  maps  included  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS.  Large-scale  maps  were  cost 
effective  or  practical.  The  maps  in  conjunction  with 
the  tables  in  the  Draft  provide  an  usable 
representation  of  the  size  and  location  of  areas 
affected  by  leasing  stipulations.  Mineral  potential  is 
included  on  the  maps  showing  oil  and  gas  leasing 
stipulation  areas.  Mapping  areas  affected  by  the 
requirements  proposed  in  Appendix  3 is  not  practical 
because  those  restrictions  may  be  applied  when  the 
appropriate  criteria  dictate,  not  in  the  instance  of  every 
occurrence  of  a resource  or  value.  And,  In  most 
cases,  we  do  not  know  the  locations  of  every 
occurrence  of  a resource  or  value.  We  have  larger 
scale  maps  with  more  detail  at  our  resource  area  and 
district  offices  to  answer  specific  questions. 


112-4  Thank  you  for  your  opinion.  Alternative  A is  an 
accurate  disclosure  of  current  management. 

112-5  Refer  to  responses  39-1,  39-8,  and  93-2. 
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DMitd,  Dm  BLM  iftouU  •(  i minimum  tlxxa»  Vm  men  b*Unc«d  (((xmcK  I»  lind 
maiugontnl  In  (Us  ra. 
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Mon  Mftlod  Information  ntoOs  to  bo  providod  roQo<Tflng  tho  pouibf#  offocU  and  Impods  of  lurfoco 
MO  ibpUotiom  on  ol  and  o«s  aocou.  oxpforation  and  dovolo^moft.  Tho  pio  chafta  provtdod.  aa  w«l 
at  tho  laUtt,  auslrtto  a vary  opthniatic  pteturo  wtlh  rttped  to  land  avaMaWo  for  ioatfr^.  Howtvor. 
(h«  addbon  of  dandanj  KIpuialfoni  that  aro  unnocasaary  and  not  )uttifkd  by  fads  moro  foan  tftrutrfoa 
Vm  land  impadod  rotpod  to  ol  and  oat.  SUputatlona  attaehod  to  a loaso  ihould  bo  kapl  le  0to 
abtoMt  minimum  roqulrod  by  that  kata  and  not  opan  for  attachmant  and  random  anfortamant  at  a 
latar  d«a  Tha  lataoo  should  li/>ow  up  front  axadly  what  tha  ttipuiallona  kt  at  lha  Uma  ha  kaaaa 
and  what  tha  dlputationt  w«  ba.  Without  thlt  knowtwloa.  tha  addrifon  of  othar  ttiputationa  or  tha 
tnforoamad  of  atiputabona  that  hava  baan  randomly  attachad  to  tha  laaaa.  but  not  prtvfouily 
ar^orcad.  could  ba  constnnd  as  a violation  of  tha  rights  of  tha  laasa.  Grardad,  contirntfog  ^ nvtaw 
and  ditch  dipulalloits  on  a kata  bask  may  not  daertaM  BLM  administntiorL  howtvar,  I dots 
providt  tha  ol  and  gas  kssaa  soma  protadlon  from  rairoadivt  or  conUngad  tnforcamad  of 
stl^lions.  commonly  rtfarrad  to  as  contingant  rights  stipulations,  which  tha  mduttry  opposat. 


I Numerous  terms  Itch  dennition  in  the  giotury,  such  as  flood  plain,  berms,  flowflnes.  ptpafinas.  and 
values  This  must  ba  corraded.  *Valuas'  or  tha  dalcrminaUon  of  values  is  vary  subjadiva.  Tha  use 
of  this  term  should  be  Upl  to  an  absoluta  minimum  because  in  several  instancas  tha  valuts  of  tha 
parson  drsAmg  tha  documerd  appear  to  influanca  tha  tone  and  direction  of  tha  that  pari  of  the 
documtd. 
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In  order  for  tha  plan  to  ba  more  balanced  R k ImparaUve  lhat  tha  BCM  adkAOwttdga  tt>a 
improvemerM  to  the  environment  lhat  tha  users  of  tha  public  land  have  contributed.  Ol  and  gas 
oparalions  do  disturb  tha  acreage.  However,  much  of  area  is  reclaimed  soon  after  the  disturtenca. 
Oa  and  gas  companies  often  contribute  to  wOdlifa  habitat  projads  for  which  they  get  Rttk  cmdR. 

Wa  balkvt  tha  BLM  has  grossly  overstated  tha  amount  of  acreage  disturbed  par  wtl.  On  tha 
average,  e was  of  kss  than  8000  feat  in  depth  wtD  hava  an  adual  disturbed  area  of  kss  than  1 aoa. 
Somewhat  mora  suifaca  k dbturtad  ff  a mad  of  any  length  must  ba  bun  Mo  the  location.  Tha  pi 
arta  k reclaimed  very  soon  aftar  drilling  oparalions  hava  ceased  Foflowing  abandorvrtanl  a(  tha 
location,  requirements  art  in  place  that  reclamation  and  ra-saading  ba  condudad.  These  efforts  need 
to  be  recognized  in  the  tables  arvS  in  the  lar^guage  of  tha  plan.  They  appear  to  hava  been  either  baan 
hidden  in  the  message  or  completely  igr^orad. 

Pipelines  are  not  construded  to  each  wel.  Flovritnes  result  in  much  kss  disturbance. 
chapter  1.  PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

Many  of  our  prior  comments  address  portions  of  this  chapter  as  weR  as  parts  of  later  diaptem.  For 
tha  most  part  they  will  not  be  repealed  here  or  elsewhere. 

The  table  on  page  1-7  needs  to  be  changed,  ftem  7 fodicates  that  the  selection  of  Bk  preferred 
alternative  included  public  partidpalion  opportunities.  We  do  not  believe,  as  part  of  the  public,  wa 
«mra  irKfuded  in  the  seledion  of  tha  preferred  altemativa.  Our  first  exposurt  to  the  draft  was  as  a 
(KibCshad.  completed  documen.  The  preferred  aRerTrative  had  already  been  designated.  During 
phase  1 and  essentially  phase  2,  wa  did  participatt;  however,  wa  do  not  feel  that  our  irtpul  or 
concerns  were  seriously  considered  in  the  development  of  the  plan. 

Ako  on  page  1>7.  «k  do  not  dispute  that  the  taw  requires  the  protection  of  endangered  species  and 
cwRural  resources  However,  the  extent  of  protection  and  the  restrictions  put  on  the  land  user  are 
greatly  kft  to  the  discretion  of  the  district  management  We  (eel  that  overal  tha  BLM  management 
hu  imposed  greater  restrictions  and  oversight  than  necessary  or  required. 
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112-6  The  estimates  of  acres  affected  by  oil  and  gas 
leasing  stipulations  are  arrayed  in  tables  in  Chapter  2. 
The  estimates  of  acres  affected  by  the  Surface  Use 
and  Occupancy  Requirements  are  arrayed  in  tables  in 
Appendix  3. 

We  have  attempted  to  keep  the  distinction  clear 
between  stipulations  and  conditions  of  approval.  A 
lessee  will  know  at  the  time  of  purchase  of  a lease 
what  the  stipulations  are;  they  will  be  attached  to  the 
lease.  Conditions  of  approval  that  are  applied  to  use 
authorizations  would  not  alter  the  rights  granted  by  the 
lease  and  would  be  applied  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  lease  and  the  applicable 
laws  and  regulations. 

112-7  The  definition  of  floodplain  is  in  the  Glossary 
under  "one-hundred-year  floodplain."  We  have 
addressed  your  suggestion  by  including  in  the 
Glossary  the  definitions  of  the  other  terms  you  list. 
Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Glossary. 

112-8  We  used  actual  figures  in  determining  the 
disturbance  created  by  well  pad  construction.  Some 
wells  disturb  more  than  others,  so  an  average  figure 
was  used.  A well  with  a 250  x 250  square  foot  pad 
causes  about  1.43  acre  of  disturbance.  A well  with  a 
200  X 200  square  foot  pad  disturbs  about  .92  acre. 
Every  well  has  an  access  road  to  it.  A close  reading 
of  Appendix  1 8 will  show  that  reclamation  has  been 
addressed  in  the  estimates  of  surface  disturbance. 
Reclamation  is  not  successful  in  every  case,  so  there 
is  some  level  of  residual  disturbance  that  must  be 
addressed.  The  important  point  is  not  so  much 
whether  the  actual  acreage  disturbed  is  accurate,  but 
whether  the  same  figures  are  used  to  compare  the 
alternatives.  The  impact  analysis  is  used  to  compare 
differences  between  the  alternatives  to  determine  the 
relative  magnitudes  of  the  impacts  of  the  alternatives. 

112-9  In  the  context  of  Figure  1-1,  the  "Selection  of 
Preferred  Alternative"  step  includes  the  public  review 
and  comment  on  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  Preferred 
Alternative  presented  in  the  Draft  to  the  public  for 
review  was  selected  by  BLM  managers.  Their 
conclusion  was  based  on  prior  public  input.  Figure  1-1 
is  misleading  by  not  providing  enough  information 
about  the  processes  involved  in  step  7. 
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IttM  1:  on  ind  Gu  Op«ntJoftt 

Th#  buHet  Jtlting  puWc  Unds  sbouW  b*  cJosed  1o  oil  iftd  lotsJngr  l^ouW  bo  doldod  n 
U entirely.  This  ks  ilreedy  *<J<Jr«ssed  In  other  questions  regarding  which  public  lands  w«  bo  open  to 
ofl  ind  gas  expiofslion  ir^  development  er>d  to  questions  related  to  what  stipulations  wtl  bo  ettachod 
to  leases. 

A/iy  stipulations  attached  to  leases  must  be  justified  by  documented  evidence  of  need  and/or  by  what 
can  be  agreed  to  be  good  science. 

Issue  2:  Land  Tenure  Adjustments 

Page  1-A.  nght  column.  We  suggest  that  lha  first  sentence  be  changed  to  read; 

*The  State  of  New  Mexico,  the  federal  government,  counties,  local  citizen's  group*..* 

We  suggest  that  local  citizen's  groups  be  specified  because  of  the  tendency  of  outside  groups  to 
come  into  an  area  and  try  to  dictate  the  land  use  parameters. 
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Issue  3;  Access 

We  suggest  lhal  the  fisl  two  paragraphs  on  page  1-9  (paragraphs  3 and  4 of  this  section)  be  deleted 
in  their  entirely.  The  industry  has  repeatedly  asked  permission  from  the  BLW  to  restrkt  access  by 
putting  gates  across  roads.  We  have  repeatedly  been  denied  this  request  because  the  BLM  stales 
that  we  cannot  restrict  access  to  public  lands.  Therefore,  the  oil  and  gas  industry  here  u wefl  as 
elsewhere  in  the  document,  should  not  be  targeted  as  to  comnbuling  to  increased  use  and  access  to 
pub' c lands  because  of  our  operations  An  alternative  is  there  if  the  BLM  chooses  to  use  L 

Issue  4:  Special  Management  Areas 

We  suggest  that  you  stnTie  the  word  \atucs'  in  the  first  sentence.  This  is  very  subjective.  We  also 
suggest  that  the  first  paragraph  be  changed  to  read: 

'There  are  areas  and  resources  in  the  Roswell  Resource  area  lhal  may  meet  the  crtlerta  for 
protection  and  mar^agement  under  special  management  designations.  There  may  be  unique 
resources  that  mav  need  additional  consideration  for  special  management  emphasis  under 
designation  as  Areas  of  Crrticai  Environmental  Concerns  * 

In  the  r^ext  paragraph,  the  word  Nalues*  should  be  stmek.  We  suggest  that  the  last  item  read: 

*What  should  the  management  be  for  speaal  management  areas?* 


Management  Opportunity  1.  Recreation  issue 

The  word  ’issue'  needs  to  be  added  to  the  section  Wle. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  m this  section  should  be  deleted  in  ita  entirety.  Evidence 
has  not  shown  that  ihe  resource  area  contains  significant  historic  and  prehistoric  sites. 

In  the  next  paragraph,  we  suggest  lhal  you  stnke  the  following  language  *ar^  are  therefori  In  the 
highest  demand.*  Ahhough  water  based  recreational  activities  may  be  in  the  highest  demand.  I ts 
unrealistic  to  assume  that  they  wtD  be  provided  in  Southeast  New  Mexico.  The  climate  and  lack  of 
major  water  courses  are  not  corxjudve  to  the  development  of  this  type  of  recreation. 


112-10  The  statements  of  issues  and  management 
opportunities  in  Chapter  1 were  taken  verbatim  from 
the  "Issue  Scoping  Report"  written  during  RMP 
development  and  distributed  for  public  review  in 
January,  1992.  Because  these  statements  were  taken 
from  another  document  and  underwent  public  review, 
they  are  simply  restatements  of  a final  product;  it 
would  be  inappropriate  to  make  changes  to  them. 
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Mar\agem«nt  Opportunity  WUdllfa  Habitat  Uanagtmant 

Wt  suggest  th*(  th*  third  artd  test  sarKenc*  of  th*  first  paragraph  b«  changad  to  read: 

Tar^d  us*  activnias  for  othar  rasourcas  cart  afTact  tha  quality  of  lha  ivanabta  habftat  tha  s«tm 

arta* 

ft  is  unnecassary  to  largal  livestock  grazing  ar>d  oil  and  gas  developmar*  as  nagativafy  affecting  Vm 
available  habitat.  Tha  statement  has  ilready  been  mad*  that  essentially  any  use  of  tha  lartd  affacu 
habdat.  Not  an  usas  by  public  land  users  are  negative. 

On  page  MO.  w«  suggest  that  tha  last  sente/Ka  in  the  last  fuQ  paragraph  beginning.  'This  situation 
may  affect  ....*  b*  deleted  in  Its  entirety. 

We  question  the  objective  of  this  plan  to  expand  wildlife  habitat  mainienarica  improvements.  I 
appears  that  this  should  be  the  responsibility  of  tha  stale  fish  and  wtkflifc  divisions. 

In  lha  last  item  in  this  section,  the  words  ’proposed*  and  ‘candidal*’  with  respect  to  endar^red 
speoes  should  be  deleted.  Although  the  BLM  lends  to  try  to  manage  proposed  end  candidate  species 
as  if  they  were  already  listed  species,  this  creates  increasing  conflict  with  land  users  and  ii  not 
consistent  with  the  inlent  of  the  endangered  speaes  act. 
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CHAPTER  2 ~ ALTERNATIVES 

The  range  of  alternatives  provided  has  already  been  addressed  to  some  extent  In  our  general 
commenii.  We  urge  ih#  BLM  to  consider  the  alternative  being  offered  by  a coaiilion  of  land  users. 
We  feel  ihet  this  is  a more  balanced  proposal  than  those  presented  and  certainly  a more  balanced 
proposal  than  preferred  AllemaUve  E. 

Management  Common  to  all  Altematiyfy 
Fluid  Minerals  Management 

We  suggest  that  the  first  paragraph  under  this  section  read  as  follows: 

’ The  BLM  would  conlmue  to  require  oil  and  gas  lessees  to  conduct  operations  in  a 

manner,  To  that  end.  the  BLM  would  continue  lo  apply  reasonable  measures.* 

Regarding  the  anachmenl  of  stipulations,  wt  repeat  that  we  feel  that  stipulations  should  be  spedflclo 
the  lease  and  not  attached  on  a broad  base  and  selectively  enforced.  The  latter  edion  leads  to 
gncertainly  on  the  part  of  the  lessee  as  to  what  his  operating  requirements  are  and  can  also  lead  to 
the  enforcement  of  new  requirements  at  a later  date,  industry  objects  to  the  BLM  proposed  use  of 
’contingent  rights  stipulation**. 

Four  wilderness  study  areas  have  been  proposed  in  this  resource  management  plan  for  the  Carlsbed 
Resource  Area.  These  four  proposed  WSAs  should  be  dropped  in  this  proposal  as  subjed  lo 
management  under  wilderness  Interim  poliaes.  The  four  areas  wen  not  included  ki  the  drift 
recommendation  to  tha  President  as  suitable  for  addition  to  wilderness  ana  withdrawals  in  tWO 

We  suggest  that  the  pangnph  reganJing  cultural  sites  be  rewwded  lo  ned; 

'Cuftural  sites  determined  to  be  eligible  listing  in  th*  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
would  be  pfoteded  from  damage  by  avoidance  whenever  possiUe  Srtes  would  be  tested  to 
determine  that  eligibility.* 


112-11  The  first  sentence  in  the  paragraph  is 
essentially  a quote  from  Section  6 of  the  standard 
terms  of  an  oil  and  gas  lease.  The  second  sentence 
is  consistent  with  the  regulations  at  43  CFR  3101 .1-2. 

112-12  Refer  to  response  1 1 2-6. 

112-13  The  four  WSAs  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource 
Area  were  identified  in  the  Carlsbad  RMP  of  1988  and 
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White  major  transportation  piptHnas  should  ba  budad  as  la  rtssonabte,  (towdnas  and  othar  Irws 
assoelatad  wtih  ol  and  o**  oparaUons  should  not  paramptodly  hava  to  ba  burlad.  Tha  aiagationa 
that  burying  would  aduady  dacraasa  costs  In  tha  1^  run  and  protad  U>a  Inas  from  vandaftim  ara 
not  justiflabla.  Vary  Dttla  howfina  damaga  Is  tha  rasuK  of  vandaHsm.  Tha  cod  to  bury  a Ina  could 
slgniOcantly  Incraasa  tha  oparations  axpansa  and  may  risuK  In  a projad  being  uneconomic^. 

16 

Lease  notices  can  not  ba  used  to  attach  additional  stipulations  to  teases.  This  fsRs  under  the  term  of 
contingent  rights  stipulations  which  violates  tha  concept  of  a lease  being  a contrad.  This  section 
needs  to  be  da/ir»ed. 

17 

On  page  2-6  the  BLM  lr>dicetes  that  an  additional  360  acres  art  added  to  the  Oait  Canyon 
Environmental  Imped  Stalamenl.  Because  this  ElS  b not  a part  of  this  management  plan  we  bclieva 
that  the  addition  of  the  additional  acreage  adually  amends  the  ElS.  Therefore,  the  changes  should 
go  through  the  amendment  process  and  not  take  place  through  this  document 

18 

AJso  on  page  2-4  the  BLM  proposes  to  edd  surface  use  rcstndiont  to  wells  proposed  In  the  City  of 
Carlsbad  Municipal  Water  Welt  Field  We  suggest  that  these  stipulations  should  be  led  to  the  City  of 
Carlsbad  and  that  they  do  not  fail  under  the  authority  of  the  BLM.  It  is  up  to  the  operator  to  consult 
with  the  city  to  detarmina  what  would  be  appropnatc. 

19 

Ouidoor  fttcra»1ion  M*n»Qemtnl  (P»o«  J-111 

Wa  are  concerned  about  soma  of  the  adivities  proposed  under  this  section.  While  providir)g 
increased  interpretation  areas  is  a laudable  goal.  It  must  be  balanced  with  increased  costs  assodaled 
w^lh  the  development  of  these  programs  and  personnel  to  run  them.  This  ts  not  only  Uue  in  this 
section  but  in  all  other  areas  related  to  BLM  oversight  and  ma*^agement. 

Fir*  Manaorment  (Paoe  2-311 

ARCO  Permian  is  concerned  about  the  possible  limits  that  would  be  allowed  in  the  constnjction  of  fire 
lines.  We  suggest  that  the  opening  sentence  be  reworded  to  say. 
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*The  construction  of  fire  lines  with  heavy  equipment  (eg.,  bulldozers  or  graters)  would  be 
emoioved  as  needed 

• to  orotecl  oubiic  health  and  safety. 

• in  exceptional  cases  (such  as  in  salt  cedar  or  ir^  previously  disturbed 
areas)  gf. 

• with  the  aooroval  of  the  authorized  officer.* 

21 

Hazardous  Materials  Manaaement 

It  » imperative  that  the  BLM  include  in  the  document  language  that  recognizes  that  the  oil  and  gas 
industry  has  certain  exemptions  under  the  Resource  Conservation  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  and  under 
CERCLA 

In  the  last  paragraph  of  this  section,  we  suggest  that  the  word  Those*  in  the  last  line  be  changed  to 
■it’s* 

ALTERNATIVE  E IPREEERREOI 

22 

The  comments  in  this  section  are  prtmanly  devoted  to  ARemative  E as  the  BLM  has  indicated  that  1 is 
the  preferred  aRemative.  Where  appropriate,  these  commenu  also  apply  to  other  aRemalrves. 

We  suggest  the  BLM  reference  compliance  with  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  No.  7 when  discussing 
produced  water  and  disposal  pits. 

continue  to  be  subject  to  the  BLM's  Interim 
Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands  Under 
Wilderness  Review,  until  the  President  makes  his 
decision  on  their  inclusion.  Even  though  the  BLM  did 
not  recommend  their  inclusion  in  the  Wilderness 
Preservation  System,  we  cannot  drop  them  from 
consideration  until  a final  decision  is  made. 

112-14  Federal  law  states  that  eligible  and 
undetermined  status  sites  must  be  protected  from 
damage  or  mitigated  by  data  recovery.  To  determine 
if  an  undetermined  status  site  is  eligible,  archeological 
testing  is  required. 

112-15  Refer  to  responses  27-1  and  116-7. 

112-16  The  text  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  does  not 
say  that  lease  notices  are  treated  as  stipulations  or 
that  lease  notices  are  used  to  apply  stipulations  after 
a lease  is  issued.  Lease  notices  are  not  used  to 
attach  additional  stipulations  to  leases.  A lease  notice 
simply  provides  information  at  the  time  of  lease 
issuance  to  assist  the  lessee  in  submitting  acceptable 
plans  of  operation,  or  to  assist  in  administration  of 
leases,  such  as  identifying  conditions  of  approval  that 
may  be  applied  to  a use  authorization. 

112-17  The  additional  360  acres  in  the  Cave 
Protection  Zone  were  added  by  the  Lechuguilla  Cave 
Protection  Act  of  1 993.  This  is  a law  with  which  we 
must  comply;  we  cannot  arbitrarily  drop  the  acreage. 

112-18  Consultation  with  the  City  of  Carlsbad 
regarding  the  drilling  of  oil  and  gas  wells  in  the  City's 
water  well  field  is  an  established  practice.  The  BLM 
is  responsible  for  the  protection  of  all  resources  under 
its  authority,  including  fresh  water  resources.  Part 
III.B.  of  Onshore  Oil  & Gas  Order  #2  states  "The 
proposed  casing  and  cementing  programs  shall  be 
conducted  as  approved  to  protect  and/or  isolate  all 
usable  water  zones." 

112-19  Interpretation  is  a valuable  resource 
management  tool  the  BLM  is  Just  starting  to  use. 
interpretation  means  the  education  of  public  land 
users,  and  potential  public  land  users,  on  how  to  enjoy 
and  use  the  resources  of  the  public  lands  without 
causing  them  great  harm.  Interpretation  leads  to 
understanding  our  earth  and  how  we  fit  in  as  the 
dominant  animal  species.  Interpretation  is  a tool  to 
prevent  abuse  of  the  land.  We  are  not  proposing  an 
interpretive  program  that  will  require  additional 
employees  or  significant  additional  funding.  It  would 
be  better  to  spend  a few  dollars  up  front,  than  to 
spend  a huge  amount  of  money  later  to  repair  damage 
or  to  place  more  restrictions  on  public  land  users. 
Prevention  always  costs  less  than  treatment. 


1-243 


AACOP«mian 

N«w  Mtxloo  BLM  - Rotw««  DMM 
ConmMlj  - 0™«  RMP/EI8 

W«  tugged  th«t  tM  pengnp^  on  pogo  2'1$3  rogirdlng  r»d«m«t1on  bt  rvwonjod  lo  rood  u 

(onowt: 
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*Rod»mtt[on  lochniguev  suc^  ts  deeper  rips  end  dlffercr^  seed  mbdurts,  mey  be  used  to 
redeim  pns.  roeds  end  peds  end  lo  provide  for  ground  end  surfece  wetef  protection.  Wtlven 
of  this  requirement  wodd  be  considered  V tv^  good  felth  ettempts  lo  rideim  the  site  have 
been  made  and  have  faied.  No  more  then  two  good  faith  enempis  would  be  required.* 
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AH  charts  end  discussions  retelad  to  lands  withdrawn  from  leasing,  with  special  use  requirements  such 
es  no  surfece  occupancy,  contmled  surfece  use  resthctions  or  any  lend  that  is  impeded  by  surface 
use  end  occupancy  requirements  need  lo  be  consistent  The  caveat  of  selectively  enforcing  surfece 
use  end  occupancy  requirements  wi8  eduelly  add  numerous  stipulations  end  in  reenty  wtthdnw  more 
acreage  from  leasing  end  development  The  use  of  selective  surfece  use  end  occupancy 
requirements  end  the  impHcations  of  this  pndice  potentially  hide  much  more  lend  taken  out  of 
mullipie  use  then  indicated  in  the  discussion. 

25 

1 Redamelion.  whether  R be  related  lo  oO  and  gas  or  other  salable  minerals,  should  not  Include  • 
requirement  thel  standards  would  be  imposed  to  improve  the  condition  of  the  sumounding  ecosystem. 
This  impfies  that  a user  wiQ  have  to  redaim  the  land  lo  staridards  better  than  what  were  there  before 
1 the  land  was  disturbed.  This  is  an  unacceptable  requirement  in  any  situation. 
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CuKunl  and  Paleontological  Resource  Management  (Page  2«17L) 

We  object  to  the  proposal  mat  cultural  sites  would  primarily  be  preserved  to  increase  the  percentage 
of  the  total  number  of  preserved  sites  and  secondly  would  be  preserved  for  studying  it^m  for  the 
information  they  might  An  over  emphasis  on  the  preservation  of  the  past,  without  justification, 
detracts  from  the  present  uses  and  the  potential  future  development  and  use  of  the  land.  We  suggest 
that  this  entire  section  be  reworded  to  be  more  positive.  As  R reads  this  language  could  actually  be 
interpreted  as  a mandate  lo  preserve  every  site  regardless  of  potential  information  or  significance. 

Outdoor  Recreation  Management 

Cave  end  Karst  Resource  Management  (Page  2*175) 

We  suggest  that  the  word  *values*  in  the  goat  be  deleted 

The  document  should  provide  for  a waiver  lo  be  granted  for  use  as  well  as  with  respect  to  the  no 
surface  occupancy  distances  from  an  opening. 

AH  increases  in  areas  that  would  be  withdrawn  from  oil  and  gas  leasir>g.  or  other  uses,  or  designated 
as  single  use  areas  should  be  justfled. 

27  1 

Vifual  Resource  Management 

Requirements  for  pamimg  permanent  surface  facilities,  and  the  specification  of  paint  selection,  must 
consider  the  economic  impact  as  well  as  the  benefits  to  be  gained  with  respect  to  visual  quality.  In 
many  areas  of  Southeast  New  Mexico  painting  of  structures  adds  little  to  the  visual  quality. 

CHAPTER  J:  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENTS 

271 

This  section  needs  to  develop  to  a greater  extent  the  socioeconomic  factors  on  a regional  basis.  H is 
incorrect  to  assume  that  the  oi  and  gas  Impact  to  the  economy  in  Lea  and  Eddy  County  will  be  the 
same  as  in  other  ereas  of  the  Roswell  District.  Nor  wtll  the  economic  coninbutions  be  the  same  is 
from  other  industnes.  Oil  and  gas  operations  are  predominantly  in  Lea  and  Eddy  County  and  the 
economy  is  very  dependent  on  the  health  of  this  industry  . 

112-20  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

112-21  We  are  fully  aware  of  the  oil  and  gas 
industry's  exemptions  from  regulation  under  The 
Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  and 
exclusions  under  The  Comprehensive  Environmental 
Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA), 
as  well  as  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
(EPA)  interpretations  regarding  petroleum  products. 
Our  statement  that  we  would  act  according  to 
applicable  laws  takes  into  account  those  exemptions 
and  exclusions.  There  is  no  need  to  specifically 
describe  them  in  the  text. 

112-22  The  BLM  complies  with  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas 
Order  No.  7,  and  will  continue  to  do  so.  The  RMP  text 
has  been  changed  to  reflect  this  for  disclosure 
purposes.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

112-23  Suggestion  noted. 

112-24  Refer  to  response  112-6. 

112-25  Refer  to  response  156-6. 

112-26  The  paragraph  you  reference  is  a summary 
statement  that  provides  context  for  the  discussion  of 
Alternative  E in  relation  to  other  alternatives.  You 
have  misinterpreted  a proposal  to  manage  about  20 
percent  of  archeological  sites  for  conservation  when 
you  state  that  it  is  a mandate  to  preserve  every  site. 
The  BLM  has  two  choices  under  federal  law  when  it 
comes  to  dealing  with  eligible  or  unknown  status  sites. 
Either  the  sites  are  avoided  and  are  therefore 
preserved,  or  the  sites  are  archeologically  tested  if 
eligibility  is  unknown.  Resulting  eligible  sites  are 
treated  by  archeological  data  recovery  (usually 
excavation).  The  preference  of  the  oil  and  gas 
industry  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  has  been  to 
avoid  sites  whenever  possible,  rather  that  test  them, 
thus  actually  increasing  the  number  of  sites  being 
presen/ed. 


112-27  Comment  noted.  Also,  refer  to  response  112- 
61. 
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112-27.1  Refer  to  response  70-2. 


ARCOPtnnKA 

N*w  Mtidoo  BUI  - Rotw«l  DMflol 
Comments  - OnX  RMP/EIS 

27.1 1 

TMi  McUon  tfiouH  ttio  IncM*  in  •vtiutlion  ol  BLM  nn>n«Qem«fll  phllosopN**  tnd  knptds  on  • 
county  botlt  vtrut  Dm  ontin  disLId  or  l^•  two  rtsourco  orou.  T1^  lo  ImoorUnI  OocouM  In  ttM 
Rotwoll  Rotourco  Ani  mo$t  ol  Un  BLM  land  B concanintad  In  aevcral  araaa.  Savacal  ot  V>a 
countiot  In  Via  DBincl  hav«  minimal  ladtral  acraaga. 

00 

CM 

OH  and  Oai  Rataurcta  (Hotwall  diftrtcl) 

W«  suggtst  that  last  aenitnca  on  pag«  3-2  ba  changed  to  ir)d»cata  that  even  though  production  la 
dacTtning  in  cumnOj  producing  flakjs.  new  production  is  being  discovered  These  discoveries  art 
occurring  in  existing  fietds  as  weR  as  through  exploratory  dnlling  New  lechootogies  are  also  adding 
to  an  vKrease  cs  recovery  from  existing  and  new  producing  horuoni. 

29| 

On  page  3-2  the  6U4  alleges  that  each  active  weR  site  has  approximately  8vo  ocret  of  surface 
disturtance  Wa  believe  that  this  number  is  grossly  over  estimsied.  On  the  tvcrsge.  In  s currant 
major  developmant  m Southeast  New  Mexico,  our  average  surface  disturbance  per  well  aitc  « 
approximately  V4  of  an  acre  ptus  a small  amount  for  roads  Tha  information  in  this  section  needs  to 
reflect  the  ime  impact  of  od  and  gas  surface  use  and  not  overestimate  Hie  disturbance. 

30 

Roswell  District  Employment  Profile 

This  section  Is  somewhat  misleading  in  that  K is  not  clear  whether  the  comparison  of  employees  is  to 
the  total  employment  based  in  the  stale  or  the  total  employment  for  a particular  industry  within  the 
state.  QualificalioA  is  necessary  for  this  information  to  have  any  merit. 

Roswell  District  Economic  Profile 

The  first  paragraph  fists  various  statistics  regarding  economics  However,  the  message  that  is  to  be 
conveyed  is  unclear.  Also,  there  appears  to  be  a significant  lacX  of  information  wrth  respect  to  oil  and 
gas  coninbutions  lo  the  economy. 

31  I 

Revenue  Generated  from  Federal  Leasing 

This  section  needs  lo  include  production  related  revenues,  not  just  revenues  generated  from  leasing 
and  bonus  bids.  Revenues  fmm  royaRies  and  taxes  must  be  included  es  they  provide  millions  of 
dollars  to  both  the  federai  and  state  governments. 

32  I 

Carlsbad  Resource  Area  (Page  3-7) 

n IS  Slated  in  this  draft  that  approxiiraleiy  36.000  acres  associated  with  the  Brant’ey  Dam  project  are 
lo  be  returned  to  the  BLM  upon  dam  completion.  What  will  be  the  management  program  for  the 
lands  to  be  returned? 

Cultural  Resources  (Page  3-10) 

We  Suggest  that  this  area  be  edited  lo  take  out  phrases  that  evidently  reflect  the  drafter's  opinions. 
Statements  that  indicate  absolutes  should  be  modified.  The  first  paragraph  couW  be  deleted  in  iU 
entirety. 
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In  the  second  paragraph.  w«  suggest  the  first  sentence  read: 

•aboriginal  people  usuaRy  would  have  found • 

Under  the  inventory  end  summery  sections,  we  suggest  that  you  give  some  credit  to  Inventories  that 
are  routinely  conducted  by  the  oil  and  gas  industry  Without  these  studies,  even  (ewer  sites  than  aro 
currentty  luiown.  and  less  acreage,  would  have  been  studied.  We  disagree  with  the  claim  that  S0%  or 
more  of  all  identified  sites  in  the  resource  area  may  be  engible  lor  Psling  in  the  National  Register  of 
HisloTK  Places  A claim  such  es  this  must  be  Juslifed  on  the  basis  o(  prior  registrations,  studies  and 
facts 

ARCO  Parmtan 

New  Mexico  BLM-  Roawea  OMdcl 
Commanta  - OraB  RMP/EIS 

34 

1 PtUontologicif  and  Oaelogkal 

1 On  p«gt  3-13.  tha  taH  pangrvph  should  ba  changed  to  indicata  that  tha  oR  and  gat  Indust/y  hat  btan 
1 prisant  and  aeUva  for  70  ytan  not  45  ytan. 

35 

Raclamallon  Potential 

Tha  section  on  reclamsUon  potential  on  page  V21  should  ba  delated.  This  language  adds  ncXhlng 
positive  to  this  documenL  White  many  pads  and  roads  are  surfaced  with  caliche,  these  statements 
Ignore  the  lad  that  In  much  of  the  eras  ealicha  B at  or  near  the  surface  Tha  itatemanl  Implying  that 
al  mud  pits  contain  high  concentretiont  of  sail  should  be  deleted  Though  many  drffiing  fluids  do 
contain  sail.  1 B mcoired  lo  assume  lhal  they  ell  do  Dnlling  and  wortovtr  pits  are  inad  lo  minimiza 
environmental  Impact.  Cunent  methods  ol  reclaiming  pit  shaa  enhance  reclamation  sflorti.  As 
dralted.  this  language  does  not  Include  any  of  tha  poshive  actions  taken  by  the  Indusiry. 
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, BLM  alleges  that  there  ate  about  3M  unHned  saltwater  pits.  If  the  BLM  Intends  to  keep  Ihb  language 

1 in  the  document,  they  need  lo  substantiele  It  with  facts  and  also  with  a discussion  of  tha  types  of  pits 

1 lhal  art  used  To  what  speeific  industhes  they  can  be  althbuted?  Tha  last  sentence  indicating  that 

1 accidents  can  causa  local  ground  water  detehoralion  is  excessive.  This  mien  that  any  spin  wilt  result 

1 in  contamination  and  there  is  no  basis  or  justincation  lor  this  claim. 
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I Wildlife  (Page  )-20| 

1 The  BLM  alleges  that  alt  oil  and  gas  activities  negatively  impact  the  habllal  of  the  wildlifa. 

1 References  lo  activities  limiting  the  distribution  of  wildlife  should  be  removed.  Claims  that  ol  end  gaa 

1 activities  are  adversely  impacting  most  wildlife  must  be  substantiated  with  facts. 
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1 Item  < on  page  J-28  needs  lo  be  rtwonled  lo  indicate  lhal  in  a few  instances,  pumping  unit  engines 

1 operiling  on  propane  or  other  non-eledrical  sources  msy  conlribut#  noises  ringing  from  85  dd  lo  105 

1 dd  This  could  have  an  Impact  on  prairie  chickens  It  must  also  ba  Indicated  in  ihB  section  that  the 

' majority  of  oilfield  operations  sra  opentad  by  altctrlc  motors  lhal  have  minimal  Impact  on  tha  habllaL 
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On  page  5-30.  the  paragraph  related  to  healer  treater  and  saparalor  facilities  needs  lo  be  deleted  In 
its  entirely  Thera  B no  evidence  to  support  the  allegation  that  healer  treater  or  leparttor  faollllea 
have  hed  a significant  impact  lo  raptors,  birds  or  bats  Tha  oil  and  gas  industry  conduflad  a aludy 
lhal  showed  no  to  nominal  impact  lo  these  populations.  This  issue  oorlmues  lo  be  .controversial 
between  the  industry  and  the  BLM.  Documented  data  the  BLM  has  collected  must  support  the 
allegations.  Information  provided  by  special  interest  groups  is  not  acceptable  due  lo  questions  about 
how  H was  collected. 
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Table  92  on  page  3-32  needs  lo  be  revised  Abandoned  sites  and  dryhole  locations  generally  have 
been  reclaimed.  This  will  add  lo  praina  chicken  habdal  end  it  should  be  indicaled  in  this  chart  as  a 
positive  "instead  of  a negative.  In  tddtlion.  note  1 rndicales  lhal  the  average  disturbances  are  based 
on  three-acre  wen  pads.  This  is  loo  high  and  should  be  amended  lo  1 acre  per  site.  Tha  majority  of 
wells  in  Southeast  New  Mexico  are  lo  the  shallower  depths  and  smaller  pad  sites  are  the  norm. 
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On  page  3-39.  the  draft  stales  that  The  BLM  has  the  responsibility  of  aggressively  seeking  an  end  lo 
all  unnecessary  withdraws  and  classifications."  We  do  not  feel  that  this  plan  B wntlen  In  support  of 
1 that  goal. 
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The  BLM  refers  to  oil  and  gas  development  as  providing  Temporary  prospeitly'  on  page  V4*.  We 
offer  lhal  oil  and  gas  development  his  brought  more  than  temporary  prospeitly  lo  Southeast  New 
Mexico.  The  industry  will  polenliiny  be  in  the  tret  for  a long  lime  lo  come.  While  the  TO  yeeis  the 
Industry  has  been  in  the  area  B small  compiled  lo  an  lime.  1 constitutes  the  mejoilty  of  the  lim«  of 
•ctjvf  settlement. 

112-28  Refer  to  response  70-2. 

112-29  Refer  to  response  112-8.  The  average 
disturbance  of  5 acres  includes  pad,  access  road, 
pipeline  and  powerline,  and  is  the  average  disturbance 
from  a well  development  in  the  Roswell  District. 

112-30  Refer  to  response  70-2. 

112-31  Refer  to  response  70-2. 

112-32  Management  for  lands  in  the  Brantley  Project 
is  described  on  page  2-9  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  in 
the  last  paragraph  of  the  left  column. 

112-33  The  information  in  paragraph  one  is  based  on 
scientific  data  and  is  widely  accepted  in  the  field  of 
Archaeology.  It  is  not  the  unique  opinion  of  one 
individual. 

The  text  has  been  modified  to  reflect  that  the  majority 
of  acreage  surveyed  and  sites  recorded  are  the  result 
of,  and  funded  by,  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development. 

Determination  of  eligibility  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP)  is  part  of  the  section  106  (of 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act)  consultation 
process.  Eligibility  is  determined  by  the  BLM  in 
consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
(SHPO)  according  to  criteria  in  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  (36  CFR  60.4,  appendix  1).  Through  this 
process,  roughly  80  percent  of  the  sites  recorded  in 
this  area  are  determined  eligible  to  be  added  to  the 
NRHP,  usually  under  criterion  d,  potential  to  yield 
important  information  about  history  or  prehistory. 
Thus,  the  figure  of  80  percent  is  based  on  actual 
determinations  of  eligibility  made  by  the  BLM  in 
consultation  with  the  SHPO  according  to  the 
appropriate  laws  and  regulations. 

112-34  Suggestion  noted. 

112-35  We  believe  the  paragraph  referenced  in  your 
comment  is  accurately  written.  However,  we  have 
modified  the  text  to  clarify  some  of  the  points.  Refer 
to  Table  34.  We  disagree  with  your  statement  that  In 
much  of  the  area  caliche  is  at  the  surface.  While  it 
may  be  close  to  the  surface  (12-24"),  the  existing  soil 
is  adequate  to  support  plant  growth.'  We  have 
addressed  your  comment  on  mud  pits  by  clarifying  the 
text.  Again,  refer  to  Table  34. 


1-245 


112-36  The  350  unlined  pits  mentioned  on  page  3-25 
comes  directly  from  the  Carlsbad  RMP/EIS  of  1988. 
In  response  to  your  comment,  we  have  rechecked  the 
number.  Our  records  show  126  authorized,  unlined 
disposal  pits  in  Eddy  County;  there  are  two  disposal 
pits  and  110  emergency  pits  in  Lea  County.  We  have 
adjusted  the  number  of  pits  downward  to  238  (see 
Table  34).  These  pits  are  excavations  into  which 
produced  water  is  pumped  to  allow  the  water  to 
evaporate,  leaving  the  salts  in  the  excavation.  All  of 
the  pits  are  attributed  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry. 

With  regard  to  the  last  sentence  in  the  paragraph,  it 
merely  points  out  that,  as  with  anything,  accidents  can 
occur  and  these  accidents  could  have  an  impact  on 
local  water  quality.  It  does  not  infer  any  spill  will 
cause  contamination;  the  statement  simply  addresses 
possible  occurrences. 

112-37  Comment  noted. 

112-38  Comment  noted.  There  is  nothing  stated  or 
implied  in  the  referenced  section  that  indicates 
numbers  of  pump  jack  motors  that  produce  noise  at 
certain  levels.  The  statement  as  written  is  factual. 

112-39  The  statement  referenced  in  your  comment  is 
accurate.  Data  exists  that  documents  losses  of  birds 
and  bats.  Notice  to  Lessees  93-1  RDO  has  been 
implemented  to  address  those  losses,  pursuant  to  the 
requirements  of  applicable  laws.  The  oil  and  gas 
industry  is  no  less  a special  interest  group  than  are 
so-called  environmental  groups. 

112-40  Table  92  depicts  the  total  acreage  disturbed 
by  some  oil  and  gas  activities  within  a four-township 
area.  Some  of  the  disturbance  has  been  reclaimed;  a 
large  percentage  of  the  reclamation  efforts  have  not 
been  successful  due  to  a lack  of  precipitation.  The  3- 
acre  area  of  disturbance  is  for  the  well  pad  and 
associated  roads,  pipelines,  and  powerlines.  Refer 
also  to  response  148-7. 

112-41  Withdrawals  are  formal  actions  that  set  aside, 
withhold,  or  reserve  Federal  land  by  statute  or 
administrative  order  for  public  purposes.  The 
withdrawal  review  program  is  mandated  by  FLPMA. 
Under  FLPMA,  the  BLM  is  charged  with  the 
responsibility  of  aggressively  seeking  to  eliminate  all 
unnecessary  withdrawals  and  classifications.  The 
BLM  ensures  that  the  continuation  of  withdrawals  is 
truly  needed  and  supported.  Those  withdrawals 
which,  upon  review,  lack  sufficient  justification  to 
continue  are  recommended  for  revocation.  Before 
recommending  a withdrawal  continuation,  alternatives 
such  as  rights-of-way  and  interagency  agreements 
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CHAPTtlU_^ENV]RQNMENTAL  CQNSEQUENCEt 
Genenl  Cofmumi 

Chaptsf  4 Is  sxcewivtty  negativs  respact  to  an  usan  of  puW»c  lands.  Tha  banaAdal  acUvtUas 
and  industry  involvemant  In  sucri  things  as  habitat  improvemants  an  Igoond  Tha  documant  should 
must  includa  tha  benaficial  aspects  of  land  use  in  discussions  about  the  impacts  and  conseguencas. 

It  is  imperativa  that  lha  discussion  mdude  tha  Impacts  of  Incnased  environmental  protection  on  tha 
development  of  the  natural  nsources  and  on  the  people  who  (iva  in  tha  BLM  managemed  anu 
Many  people  in  the  Caristad  Resource  Ana.  and  also  m the  Roswell  Area,  an  dependent  on  healthy 
industries  lhal  depend  on  the  access  and  use  of  federal  lands. 


Mon  cost  versus  benefit  analysis  needs  to  be  Included  in  this  chapter. 


OIL  AND  GAS 

ARCO  Permian  disagrees  with  the  statement  that  the  magnitude  of  the  impacts  would  not  change 
over  current  management.  The  language  in  this  section  needs  to  reflect  • better  balance  of  the 
benefits  and  impacts  Not  alt  impacts  are  negative. 

Netting  of  pits  and  the  placement  of  cones  over  exhaust  staeXs  is  currently  being  implemenled.  This 
is  a current  not  a prospective  cost,  it  is  not  a negligible  cost.  Changing  of  regulations  related  to  pA 
netting  should  not  be  done  in  this  plan  That  should  be  urKferiaken  in  a separate  regulatory  action. 
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The  average  cost  reference  for  conducting  archeological  inventories  is  about  one  third  the  cost  to 
industry.  This  number  must  be  charged  to  reflect  ihe  real  economic  inspect.  Study  requlremenli  an 
also  subjea  to  change  because  of  the  interpretation  of  BLM  personnel.  This  can  forca  the  costs  up 
considerably,  adding  a cost  additional  burden  to  the  property  Resource  Area  archeologists  should  be 
given  more -latitude  m allowing  dniting  and  construction  in  areas  where  sites  have  been  determined  to 
be  insignificant. 


Burying  of  oil  and  gas  fines  should  not  be  an  absolute  requirement.  There  Is  very  Tittle  vandalism  of 
these  lines.  Inaeased  construction  costs  could  be  expected  to  be  as  much  as  S0%  higher.  This  is 
considerably  higher  than  the  BLM's  estimate  of  1S%  Leak  detection  of  buried  smaller  lines  is  more 
difficult,  polemially  resulting  in  increased  environmental  impact. 


44.11 


The  discussion  of  potash  should  reference  the  Seaetar/s  order  and  current  practices,  ft  must 
include  a stalemeni  regarding  the  present  discussions  and  litigation  as  the  results  could  impact  future 
managemefTt  in  this  area. 


Impacts  of  Altemativta 

This  section  must  include  both  positive  and  negative  realistic  impacts  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry,  as 
well  as  to  the  environment. 


Changes  in  water  disposal  handling  r^uiremenls  will  result  in  both  short  and  long  tenm  costs.  This 
does  not  mean  that  the  ir>dustry  is  not  willing  to  consider  alternatives  in  the  efforts  of  enhancing 
environmental  protection,  however,  they  must  be  cost  sensitive  and  justified  by  good  science. 

Revegelation  should  be  changed  to  reseeded.  There  must  also  be  language  in  the  document 
specifying  that  no  more  than  two  good  faith  attempts  to  get  a stand  of  vegetation  will  be  required. 
The  BLM  assumes  that  the  proposed  procedures  would  produce  a saving  to  the  Indusby-  The 
assumption  needs  lo  be  supported  with  economics  and  e laudable  justification. 


must  be  explored.  The  designation  of  ACECs  or  other 
special  management  areas  should  not  be  confused 
with  withdrawals. 

112-42  Refer  to  response  28-46, 

112-42.1  You  are  correct  that  netting  of  pits  and 
placement  of  cones  is  a current  practice.  The 
requirement  for  netting  is  not  a regulation,  it  is  a 
condition  of  approval.  It  is  appropriate  to  create, 
modify  or  eliminate  conditions  of  approval  during  the 
development  of  the  RMP.  The  netting  requirement 
has  been  applied  in  parts  of  the  Roswell  District  since 
1975  and  over  the  entire  district  since  1981.  The 
State  of  New  Mexico  in  Order  No.  R-8952  requires 
netting  is  certain  situations.  The  protective  cone 
requirement  was  formalized  in  an  NTL  in  1994.  The 
statement  you  refer  to  in  the  RMP  is  a general 
statement.  If  the  requirements  are  not  applied,  there 
is  no  added  cost  to  an  operator;  if  they  are  applied, 
there  would  be  an  added  cost.  By  way  of  explanation, 
the  use  of  the  terms  "would"  and  "could"  in  drafting  the 
alternatives  and  the  impact  analysis  imply  the  future. 
Their  use  is  a matter  of  convention  in  writing  RMPs, 
because  none  of  the  alternatives  have  been  selected, 
so  all  actions  are  proposed  and  those  selected  would 
be  applied  in  the  future. 

112-43  The  text  has  been  modified  to  clarify  that  the 
costs  referenced  on  page  4-3,  at  the  top  of  column  2, 
are  for  individual  cultural  surveys.  Refer  to  Table  34, 
The  BLM  does  not  have  authority,  without  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer's  concurrence,  to  exempt 
areas  from  cultural  surveys.  The  criteria  to  exempt 
areas  from  survey  are  listed  on  page  2-16  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS. 

112-44  The  pipeline  policy  on  page  2-4  of  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA  has  been  modified.  Refer  to  Table  34 
and  the  Proposed  Plan.  The  cost  estimate  used  in  our 
analysis  was  obtained  from  reliable  sources.  Costs 
would  be  expected  to  vary  depending  on  the  operating 
costs  of  a specific  company,  and  to  factors  such  as 
construction  costs  related  to  size  and  length  of  a 
pipeline,  and  topography.  We  are  comfortable  with  our 
cost  estimate. 

112-44.1  The  Secretary’s  Potash  Order  is  discussed 
on  pages  2-4,  4-4  and  4-5  of  the  Draft  RMPA.  The 
text  on  page  2-4  has  been  modified.  Refer  to  Table 
34  and  the  Proposed  Plan.  A discussion  of  pending 
litigation  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  RMPA. 
Decisions  resulting  from  litigation  would  be 
implemented  and  the  RMPA  would  be  modified  or 
amended,  as  needed,  to  conform  with  those  decisions. 
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PslnUng  Is  tddresMO  sevcnl  o(h*r  piac«s  In  t^es«  comments.  Re-pelnting  o(  sdequetety  psinled 
equipment  should  not  be  required.  Tbe  inoessed  costs  can  rvot  be  Justified  by  the  BLM.  Vbuel 
quilky  win  benniAimsny  Impeded,  if  d sB. 

Prairie  chicken  habitat  restrictions  should  not  be  expanded.  There  is  evidence  that  the  population  is 
healthy.  HunUnq  has  not  been  adversely  impacted  by  oH  and  gas  openUons.  Changes  must  be 
supported  by  ecceptabie  documentation. 

No  Surfact  Occupancy  Stipulation 

In  order  to  protect  a lessee  from  stipulations  being  added  after  a tease  has  been  purchased 
(contingent  rights  stipulat'tor^s),  m NEPA  analysis  that  would  establish  a no  surface  occupancy  (NSO) 
must  be  done  prior  to  teasing.  Attachment  of  an  NSO  at  a later  date  could  constitute  a violation  of 
the  lessee's  nghis  It  is  possible  that  the  BLM  could  be  faced  with  a nakjngs  Issue*  by  this  action. 

A holder  of  a lease  with  NSO  should  not  be  subjed  to  royalties  on  drainage  unless  he  is  also  the 
lessee  of  the  adjacent  acreage.  Without  th>s  corvdition.  the  lessee  with  NSO  has  no  control  over  the 
adjacent  lessee. 

The  total  closure  as  a result  of  NSO.  as  indicaled  in  the  text,  appears  to  refled  only  the  difference 
between  Alternative  A and  the  other  alternatives  in  order  to  be  dear,  the  tejd  needs  to  refted  the 
total  acreage  withdrawn  from  surface  use. 

In  all  instances  where  there  would  potentially  be  loct  produdion  opportunities  and  royalties,  estimates 
must  be  made  on  what  might  be  expeded  to  be  lost  finandally.  These  numbers  should  indude  bids, 
lease  rentals,  royalties,  (axes  and  related  jobs  This  \S  necessary  in  order  to  present  a more  balanced 
ptdure  of  the  sodoeconomic  impads  of  land  access  withdrawals. 

Requesting  changes  in  surface  locations  and  delays  must  be  Justified. 

SALABLE  MINERALS 

A negative  impad  of  pit  dosures  must  be  induded  Closures  could  lead  to  a tightened  mariiet  for  the 
commodity,  such  as  caliche,  and  thus  dove  the  pnee  up.  This  will  lead  to  increased  operating  costs. 

LANDS  AND  REALTY  MANAGEMENT 

In  areas  where  cultural  resources  can  not  be  avoided,  the  agency  with  surface  jurisdidion  should  be 
responsible  for  testing  and  excavation  of  sttes  in  a timely  manner.  Efforts  must  be  made  to  not 
unnecessarily  delay  continued  operations.  While  an  operator  may  choose  to  condud  the  sight  testing 
or  excavation  they  should  not  be  required  to  do  K Agendes  must  not  delay  in  their  review  in  efforts 
to  *encourage*  the  operator  to  condud  the  study  at  their  own  expervse.  This  is  tolaOy  unacceptable. 

Cost  versus  benefit  must  be  a consideration  in  requiring  setbacks. 

Page  4-15  mdudes  a statement  that  long  term  produdivity  is  restored  upon  rehabilHation.  We  agree 
with  this  statement  In  other  parts  of  this  document,  statements  are  made  coniradiding  this 
philosophy  The  document  should  be  consistent. 

VEGETATION 

Re-established  vegelation  would  not  necessarily  be  different  from  that  of  the  surrounding  areas. 

Impacts  on  heronries,  raptor  nests  and  other  spedes  as  a resuN  of  burning  and  herbodes  need  to  bo 
addressed. 


11244.2  Several  years  of  survey  data  show  that 
lesser  prairie  chicken  population  numbers  are  reduced. 
This  can  partly  be  attributed  to  the  prevailing  drought 
conditions.  We  are  not  aware  of,  nor  have  we 
received,  any  data  that  contradicts  our  survey  data. 

112-44.3  Refer  to  response  112-6. 

112-44.4  The  effects  of  no  surface  occupancy  leasing 
stipulations  are  addressed  in  Chapter  4 in  a different 
location  than  the  effects  of  the  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements.  They  are  discussed 
separately  because  the  leasing  stipulations  affect 
finite,  usually  large  blocks  of  land.  The  Surface  Use 
and  Occupancy  Requirements  are  very  site-specific 
and  affect  very  small  areas,  often  a few  acres  or  less. 
The  acreages  affected  by  leasing  stipulations  are 
arrayed  in  tables  in  Chapter  2.  The  acreages  affected 
by  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements  are 
arrayed  in  tables  in  Appendix  3.  We  did  not  combine 
the  acreages  because  of  the  potential  for  double 
counting  due  to  overlap  of  the  stipulations  and  the 
requirements.  The  point  of  impact  analysis  is  to 
compare  the  differences  between  alternatives,  with 
current  management.  Alternative  A,  as  the  base  line. 
We  have  clarified  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  by  discussing  surface  disturbance 
instead  of  surface  occupancy.  Refer  to  Appendix  3 in 
the  Proposed  Plan. 
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Ctft.TUIUl.  ftESODRCES 
01  Cm 

VW»  txMpbOA  of  Ih#  tint  Mntencei,  r«it  of  Ih#  ftrrt  portgroph  rxods  lo  bo  dololod  h 
b tnlidit  This  >*cUon  Impftei  Iftil  ol  •"ft  8«  R prtmirtly  ruponsW*  tor  Begil  irtifKl  eotlKtlng 
trrd  tho  isippoifinco  ot  cuRuri!  nsourcoi.  Clii/rn  ot  Wo  typo  muR  bo  luppo/lod  MBi 
documoniition.  If  ino  BLM  rtilly  b*n«ve»  tftU.  th«y  muji  •IKw  tfto  ol  ind  gai  opofotor*  to  M 
•cceu  to  Ho  iurtico.  BLM  routinely  Oenlet  operelofi  r»<)ue«  lo  inetil  locKeB  gite*. 

The  lexl  iho  enpftej  that  erosion  is  causeO  only  by  oil  and  gas  projeoi.  This  Is  Incorraa.  Imjustni 
minimaes  eiosion  by  toiling  BLM  raguireO  roarJ  polices. 

tXJTDOOft  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 

Language  reganjing  potential  long  term  impacts  as  a result  ol  oil  and  gas  should  be  deleted  In  b 
entirety  As  drafted,  this  is  very  negative,  giving  no  credit  10  improving  technology  and  pactices  that 
have  essenuny  etminaled  the  alleged  problema. 


The  discuSMn^  this  section  should  deal  with  areas  on  a mora  local  basis.  The  uses,  useis.  end 
eipeaalicns  of  Ihose  who  Bve  in  the  various  areas  ditler  greatly  depending  on  the  eree.  I la 
unacceplabla  lo  assume  the  worst  case  scenano  or  most  pnstint  point  ol  view  lor  the  entire  DistriO. 
The  plan  should  focus  mora  on  the  notmil  users  ol  the  ireis  and  those  who  live  Ihera. 

It  can  not  be  assumed  that  any  and  all  activities  will  have  e negative  impact  on  tha  visual  rasourtes. 
This  a a highty  subjective,  individual  judgment, 

WATERiHEP  MANAGEMENT 

A specific  definition  ol  Hood  plains  must  be  included.  As  I stands,  flood  plain  Is  subjfct  lo 
mterprelation  In  ivery  instance  and  by  each  individual.  This  a unaccefSable  lor  msnagement  ol  this 
plan  and  futuia  cooperative  relationships  between  the  users  and  the  agencies. 

On  page  S-JS.  under  oil  end  gas,  the  impedi  discussed  ere  preventable  by  construction  means  such 
as  berming  This  needs  to  be  included  m the  text  to  provide  a balanced  discussion. 

Butler  areas  are  unacceptable.  II  included,  the  acreage  musl  be  included  in  the  totals  vrithdrawn  Irom 
leasing  or  impacted  by  surface  use  stipulations. 

The  text  needs  lo  include  information  that  the  assumptions  are  based  on  no  redamation  and  no  gain 
on  soil,  only  losses  Ceniinly  this  document  needs  lo  show  thal  redemalion  does  return  land  10  a 
usable  condition.  As  drafted,  only  the  negative  Is  emphasized  and  very  liftle  is  staled  eboiA  the 
mitigation  elTons  and  positive  aspeds. 

There  is  no  mandate  thal  Ihe  BLM  creata  ’moist  soils  managemenf  a would  appear  that  this  is  an 
ellon  10  create  a manmade  wetland  This  adion  would  laXe  more  land  from  mullipla  use  availabilily, 
which  IS  unjustified. 


WILDLIFb 

The  entire  sedion  infers  that  all  oil  and  gas  adivities  have  a negauva  impad  on  wildlilt.  This  can  not 
be  supported  and  relteds  the  opinions  of  tha  drafter 

a should  not  be  assumed  Ihit  geophysical  operations  are  going  lo  create  new  roads  Elloits.  when 
epproved  by  Ihe  BLM.  tre  mede  lo  prevent  access  lo  these  areas 


112-44.5  The  socio-economic  sections  in  Chapters  3 
and  4 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  have  been  revised. 
Refer  to  those  sections  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS. 

112-45  Public  land  users  are  responsible  for  the  costs 
of  mitigating  the  environmental  impacts  they  cause  on 
public  land.  This  is  true  whether  the  impact  is  surface 
erosion  or  disturbance  of  archeological  sites. 

112-45.1  Refer  to  response  128-74. 

112-45.2  Refer  to  response  128-75. 

112-46  Proposed  management  is  based  on  the  one 
hundred-year  floodplain.  Refer  to  the  glossary  under 
one  hundred-year  floodplain  for  an  operational 
definition.  Refer  also  to  response  116-9. 

112-47  Reclamation  efforts  are  built  into  the  impact 
analysis.  For  example.  Table  105  shows  estimated 
soil  losses  from  well  pads  in  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area.  It  is  assumed  that  65  sites  will  be  reclaimed 
each  year,  and  that  each  site  will  achieve  80  percent 
of  the  original  vegetative  cover  within  five  years. 
Reclamation  and  mitigation  efforts  are  routine.  They 
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A blankef  atsumfRion  that  wfldlifa  aburvSar^  and  dlversAy  wfl  dacrtata  wlh  ol  and  gat 
davtlopmtft  B unsubstanUatad.  Ai  a minimum  1 must  ba  ditcuasad  that  oparaUons  can  have  both 
1 posAiva  and  nagattvt  impacts. 

i 1 th«t  H ptxnping  unAs  art  powtrad  by  gat  tAglnea  4 btcorrtcL  Uosl  ol  aM  gts 

1 1 facilititt  an  pOMtrtd  by  electnaty  and  rttuR  in  a mmtmum  noita  disturbance 

Setbacks  must  ba  justified  in  each  case. 

The  tong  term  impact  of  Tvas  needs  to  be  discussed 

SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMICS 

The  opening  paragraph  In  this  section  needs  to  be  deleted  in  As  entirety.  The  lar^uage  here  is  pietty 
emotional  and  obviously  refieds  the  personal  opinions  of  the  wmar 

Language  needs  to  be  induded  in  this  section  the  expectations  of  the  peoptt  who  ive  and  work  in  the 
respective  areas  is  considered  There  is  little  evidence  that  this  hss  been  taken  into  eccount. 
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AddKionef  costs  related  to  increased  regulatory  reouiremenls  sr>d  burdens  can  not  be  absorbed  into 
the  cost  of  doing  business  or  be  passed  on  to  the  purchaser  The  oil  and  gas  operator  has  no  control 
over  the  pnce  of  the  commodity.  This  must  be  made  dear  in  this  document  While  costs  are 
‘absorbed*,  they  do  directly  impact  the  boftom  Grve  and  tha  economic  life  of  the  property.  Premature 
abandonment  of  produang  properties  due  to  increased  regulatory  costs  is  real 

Requiring  tha  construction  of  berms  around  locations,  without  adequate  justification,  does  add  to  (he 
total  cost  These  costs  can  not  be  considered  'inexpensive*. 

The  determination  of  ‘value*  per  acre  needs  to  be  consistent  in  all  of  tha  discussiortt  You  can  not 
compare  the  value  of  different  mir>erais  when  th.a  basis  4 different. 

50.1 

ADDtndii  1 - The  RMP  Process 

Step  7 should  be  consistent  vnth  the  Chad  presenled  m Section  1 Section  1 indicates  that  the  public 
padicipated  in  the  selection  of  the  preferred  a^emativt  As  correctly  indicated  in  this  apper>dui.  that 
decision  was  made  entirety  by  BLM  personnel 

51 

AoDendix  2 > Surface  Use  and  Cccuoancv  Peouiremantt 

ARCO  Permian  has  several  concerns  about  the  proposed  surface  use  and  occupancy  requirements 
We  have  already  addressed  some  of  these  concerns  n our  discussions  and  stipulatioru  under  general 
comments  We  also  are  concerned  about  federal  agencies  enforcing  thee  set  of  standards  on  pnvate 
Surface  or  on  lands  uiyJar  the  junsdiction  of  agencies  other  than  those  of  the  federal  govemmen 

52 

We  suggest  that  a /ustificabon  be  induded  for  why  surface  use  conditions  win  be  appned  or>fy  lo  ol 
and  gas  related  activities  on  spot  estate  lands.  Thera  art  other  minerals  impacted  by  split  estate 
We  also  befievt  that  tha  BLM  should  reference  the  statutory  authority  given  to  therp  lo  enforce  these 
types  of  actions  on  private  landowners. 

53 

Buffers  ara  an  unacceptabla  wfthdrawal  of  lands  from  surface  use  The  indusion  of  buffers  as  a 
slar>dard  requiremant  should  be  removed  in  Its  entirety. 

54  I 

In  the  third  paragraph  on  page  AP3-1  wa  suggest  that  the  word  ‘ensure*  be  changed  to  read 
‘enhance*. 

are,  however,  almost  always  designed  to  lessen 
negative  impacts  rather  than  promote  positive  ones. 
Even  with  effective  mitigative  measures,  development 
can  result  in  soil  losses  above  natural  levels. 

112-48  Though  not  mandated  to  "create  'moist  soils 
management,"'  the  BLM  is  required  to  manage  wildlife 
habitat.  Moist  soils  management  would  be  used  in 
relatively  small  areas  that  are  well  suited  to  it,  such  as 
ephemeral  playas  that  already  are  naturally  flooded  at 
irregular  periods,  or  abandoned  croplands  that  could 
provide  feed  for  waterfowl. 

Moist  soils  management  is  consistent  with  the  BLM's 
multiple  use  mandate.  Multiple  use  is  partly  defined  in 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 
as  "...the  use  of  some  land  for  less  than  all  the 
resources;  a combination  of  balanced  and  diverse 
resource  uses  that  takes  into  account  the  long-term 
needs  of  future  generations  for  renewable  and 
nonrenewable  resources,  including  but  not  limited  to, 
recreation,  range,  timber,  minerals,  watershed,  wildlife 
and  fish,  and  natural  scenic,  scientific  and  historical 
values;  and. ..with  consideration  being  given  to  the 
relative  values  of  the  resources  and  not  necessarily  to 
the  combination  of  uses  that  will  give  the  greatest 
economic  return  or  the  greatest  unit  output." 

112-49  There  are  many  areas  in  both  resource  areas 
that  have  become  well-developed  oil  fields.  In  these 
cases,  wildlife  abundance  and  diversity  has 
decreased.  Our  conclusion  is  based  on  the 
professional  judgement  of  wildlife  biologists  and  the 
obvious  loss  of  habitat.  Positive  or  negative  impacts 
to  wildlife  and  habitat  depend  on  the  location  and 
magnitude  of  the  development.  At  this  level  of 
planning,  we  are  attempting  to  analyze  the  cumulative 
impacts  of  development.  Individual  environmental 
assessments,  such  as  those  prepared  for  Applications 
for  Permits  to  Drill,  will  describe  site-specific  impacts. 
We  have  modified  the  text  to  place  more  emphasis  on 
beneficial  impacts.  Refer  to  Table  34. 


112-49.1  You  apparently  have  made  a wrong 
conclusion  regarding  pump  Jack  motors.  We  find  no 
statement  implying  that  all  pumping  units  are  powered 
by  gas  engines.  On  page  3-28  in  the  Draft  RMPA, 
item  four  refers  to  "...pump  jack  motors  operating  on 
propane  or  other  non-electrical  sources."  This  does 
not  imply  that  all  pump  jack  motors  are  gas  powered. 

112-50  We  are  not  proposing  changes  in,  or  an 
increase  of,  regulatory  requirements.  Mitigations  of 
impacts  have  been  proposed,  but  they  are  not 
regulatory  requirements.  The  use  of  mitigations,  such 
as  the  construction  of  berms,  is  justified  based  upon 
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AftCO  PtmOtn 

N«w  Mtx»co  BUyr«  Ko«w«l  DtstiVt 
Comments  - Draft  RMP/EIS 


AM  Mlbacis  sfvould  b*  IrnJled  lo  no  mon  t^in  200  maters  and  • deity  of  up  to  ao  more  then  60  days. 
At  drafted  in  this  ptan  the  BLM  It  proposing  setbacXt  ar>d  time  frames  far  exceeding  whet  are 
considered  eccepUtda  prac^.  A setbeci  and  timing  ctariftcelJon  was  provided  lo  the  BLM  lUff  In 
an  InstrucUon  memorandum  in  1669,  m conjunctioo  wtlh  a federal  register  r>otica  Issued  In  1966. 

Surface  use  and  occupancy  requirements  add  an  addKionai  1,275,610  acres  of  land  that  has  some 
conlrofted  use  stiputafions  on  R for  Aftamatlvt  E In  the  Carlsbad  Resource  A/ta.  When  this  It 
added  lo  the  aaeage  that  Is  already  Impacted  by  stipulations  R Increases  the  percentage  from  2.5% 
to  15  60%.  These  numbers  do  no  reftecl  mcretse  in  ANemative  E for  visual  quality,  recreation  and 
contingent  stipulations  that  the  BLM  may  anach.  N also  does  not  ir>dude  acreaga  that  may  be  taken 
out  as  buffers,  which  art  unacceptable. 

In  the  Roswell  Resource  erea  the  acreage  impeded  by  surface  use  stipulations  Increases  in 
Aftemativa  E by  1.615,741  acres.  A change  from  4.36%  to  21%. 

At  an  absolute  minimum,  occupancy  should  be  allowed  up  to  the  outer  edges  of  100  year  flood  plains 
There  should  be  no  buffer  areas  In  addition  to  which,  the  100  year  flood  plain  is  very  uncertain. 
Restrictions  on  use  should  be  limited  to  flood  plains  that  are  to  truly  be  subjed  lo  repealed 
flooding. 

Timing  resirtdions  for  prairie  chickens  should  not  be  extended.  There  is  no  Information  provided  that 
justifies  increasing  this  stipulation. 

The  study  regardir>g  the  Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard  is  still  under  way.  Even  though  this  plan  is  for  land 
management  mlo  the  future.  It  is  unreasonable  ir>d  unacceptable  to  inclyde  surface  use  stipulations 
for  surtabie  habitat  as  proposed.  Until  the  study  d completed,  the  presence  of  the  ^ard  must  be 
shown  before  setbacks  can  be  enforced  in  the  habitat  area.  This  is  absolutely  necessary  because  of 
the  widespread  nature  of  the  potential  habHat  and  the  questions  remaining  regarding  the  Hzard  ar>d 
whether  or  not  they  are  realty  a threatened  species. 

The  requirement  of  a specific  paint  color  should  only  be  enforced  if  the  equipment  d new  end  hat  not 
been  painted  or  if  the  operator  chooses  to  repaint  equipment  Operators  must  not  be  required  to 
repaint  equipment  mat  is  moved  from  other  locations  just  because  it  is  the  wror>g  color.  This  d an 
unnecessary  and  unjustifiable  expense  lo  the  operator  It  also  coninbules  lo  other  environmental 
concerns  such  as  the  disposal  of  the  paint  residue  from  sandblasting  and  emissions  from  the  pairrt. 

Every  requirement  of  low  profile  facilities  must  be  substantiated  arvl  justified  on  the  basis  of  a 
hindrance  lo  other  operations  Requmng  these  types  of  Items,  which  are  often  more  costly,  only  for 
visual  reasons  t$  unacceptable  and  unjustified 
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Appendix  4 - Roswell  District  Condriiont  of  Approval 
GENERAL  CONDITIONS  OF  APPROVAL 

2.  We  suggest  that  references  be  made  lo  the  on  and  gas  exemptions  provided  under  RCRA  and 
CERCLA.  n is  imperalivt  that  the  oil  and  gas  exemptions  be  addressed. 

4 A cianfying  sentence  needs  to  be  added  indicating  that  the  amounts  of  substances  that  must  be 
reported  fall  under  previously  established  requirements  related  lo  volume  and  charactertzatioo. 

5.  The  last  sentence  should  be  deleted  R is  an  unacceptable  and  unjusttfiable  expectation  that  that 
lessee  be  responsible  for  the  cost  of  the  evaluation  of  a cultural  or  paleontologlcel  sltt. 


environmental  analysis  according  to  the  NEPA.  While 
the  mitigation  of  impacts  does  cost  money,  the  cost  is 
a very  small  part  of  the  entire  cost  of  lease  acquisition, 
well  development  and  production.  We  haven't 
determined  a "value  per  acre"  In  the  analysis  in 
Chapter  4.  We  simply  have  listed  the  receipts  from 
different  types  of  mineral  production  on  a per-acre 
basis.  There  is  no  intent  to  compare  the  different 
types  of  production. 

112-50.1  Refer  to  response  112-9. 

112-51  Refer  to  response  65-8. 

112-52  The  text  at  the  beginning  of  Appendix  3 has 
been  modified  to  clarify  that  the  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements  would  be  applied  not  only  to 
oil  and  gas,  but  to  the  development  of  other  minerals 
as  well.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  Appendix  3.  There  are 
a number  of  different  requirements  and  authorities 
regarding  the  protection  or  reclamation  of  the  surface 
during  mineral  development.  For  example.  Onshore 
Oil  and  Gas  Order  No.  1,  43  CFR  3500.7,  43  CFR 
3500.9-3,  and  43  CFR  Subpart  3814  all  address  this 
issue,  in  part.  The  extent  of  our  authority  and  its 
application  varies  with  the  type  of  mineral  and  the  type 
of  patent  issued  when  the  surface  estate  was 
transferred  from  the  public  domain. 

112-53  Comment  noted. 

112-54  Suggestion  noted. 

1 1 2-55  Alternatives  to  the  200-meter/60-day  rule  were 
analyzed  in  the  EIS  in  conformance  with  the  NEPA. 
Relocations  greater  than  200  meters  or  timing 
restrictions  greater  than  60  days  are  appropriate  when 
they  are  backed  by  documentation,  normally  through 
an  EA  or  EIS  and  are  applied  as  a lease  stipulation. 
When  used  as  conditions  of  approval,  the  restrictions 
must  undergo  analysis  to  ensure  they  are 
appropriately  used  to  mitigate  unnecessary  and  undue 
degradation  of  public  lands.  Note  that  in  our  Preferred 
Alternative  we  used  the  200-meter/60-day  rule  as  the 
basis  for  most  of  our  proposals,  an  explanation  of  the 
rule  and  its  use  has  been  added  to  Appendix  3 in  the 
Proposed  Plan. 

112-56  You  have  based  your  conclusion  on  a 
misreading  of  Table  A3-1,  which  estimates  the 
maximum  numbers  of  acres  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource 
Area  that  could  be  affected  by  the  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements.  Under  Alternative  E,  for 
example,  you  apparently  have  added  the  acreage 
attributed  to  prairie  chicken  habitat  to  that  for  the  sand 
dune  lizard.  By  in  large,  both  species  occupy  the 
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same  habitat,  the  shinnery  oak/dune  plant  community. 
As  explained  in  the  notes  to  the  table,  the  figures  are 
not  additive.  The  figures  are  maximum  estimates  for 
purposes  of  analysis.  Actually,  the  acreages  that 
would  be  affected  by  the  requirements  will  be 
substantially  smaller  than  shown  in  the  table.  And,  the 
requirements  include  conditions  for  waiver,  which 
further  reduces  their  potential  impact. 

112-57  Refer  to  response  112-56. 

112-58  The  criteria  for  defining  the  floodplain 
boundary  will  be  the  Flood  Hazard  Boundary  Maps  or 
Flood  Insurance  Rate  Maps  published  by  the  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency.  In  1 991 , the  Pecos 
River  overflowed  its  banks  and  visibly  delineated  the 
floodplain.  The  evidence  of  flood  levels  very  closely 
followed  the  maps  we  will  be  using  to  delineate 
floodplains.  The  intent  of  the  requirement  is  to  protect 
riparian  areas  and  the  floodplain,  as  mandated  by 
Executive  Order  11988  - Floodplain  Management.  A 
200-meter  setback  from  the  edge  of  floodplains  serves 
to  protect  the  typically  erosive  soils  found  in  the 
rugged  landforms  along  the  edges  of  floodplains,  such 
as  that  of  the  Pecos  River.  Surface  disturbing 
activities  in  these  areas  contribute  to  increased 
sedimentation,  gullying,  runoff  of  contaminants,  and 
costs  in  reclaiming  these  sites,  if  they  can  be 
reclaimed.  We  have  modified  the  text  to  clarify  that 
we  are  concerned  about  riparian  areas  and  erosive 
soils.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan.  A 
number  of  exceptions  to  the  setback  requirement  are 
listed  in  Appendix  3,  which  would  allow  surface 
disturbance  closer  to  the  edge  of  the  floodplain. 

112-59  We  used  biological  studies  and  life  history 
data  of  the  lesser  prairie  chicken  when  developing  the 
timing  restriction  stipulation.  We  feel  that  the  added 
protection  is  warranted  because  of  the  regional  decline 
in  lesser  prairie  chicken  populations. 

112-60  Refer  to  responses  94-2  and  131-5. 

112-61  The  painting  of  oil  field  equipment  and 
structures  has  been  required  since  June  1 978,  if  not 
longer.  Although  our  painting  proposals  in  Appendix 
3 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA  are  in  conformance  with 
that  long-standing  policy,  we  have  modified  the 
requirements  for  painting  described  in  Alternative  E to 
more  closely  conform  with  Notice  to  Lessees  (NTL) 
87-1,  New  Mexico.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the 
Proposed  Plan. 

112-62  The  requirement  for  low  profile  facilities  is  to 
mitigate  the  visual  impact  in  those  areas  that  are 
visually  sensitive.  For  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area, 
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those  areas  were  identified  in  the  Draft  Carlsbad  RMP 
of  1986  and  were  designated  in  the  Carlsbad  RMP  of 
1988.  Areas  of  visual  sensitivity  are  being  identified  in 
the  Roswell  RMP.  The  use  of  low  profile  facilities  is 
identified  and  analyzed  in  environmental  assessments 
of  surface  disturbing  projects. 

1 1 2-63  Refer  to  response  112-21. 

112-64  A clarifying  sentence  regarding  quantities  is 
not  needed  in  Condition  of  Approval  #4.  This 
paragraph  relates  to  cleanup  of  pollutants  spilled,  not 
reportable  quantities.  The  responsibility  for  the 
cleanup  of  the  pollutant,  regardless  of  the  "amount," 
still  remains  with  the  holder. 

112-65  Refer  to  response  112-45. 

112-66  Refer  to  response  112-45. 

112-67  The  pipeline  policy  has  been  modified.  Refer 
to  responses  27-1  and  116-7.  We  have  modified 
Condition  of  Approval  10  to  incorporate  your 
suggestion.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 


112-68  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 


AACO  PtrmUn 

New  Mexico  BU4-  Roswef  OistrtGl 
Commerts  - Draft  RMP/EI8 
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t.  The  last  sentefsce  needs  to  be  deleted  In  b entirety.  The  proponent  or  Inliator  of  a project 
ahould  be  responsible  for  reporUrtg  ihe  discovery;  however.  1 shouid  rwK  be  their  rtsponsibiny  to 
protect  the  site  after  discovery  or  during  any  related  excavation.  1 la  unjustifiable  to  expect  Mirft/y 
to  bear  this  cost  1 can  be  txpeded  that  If  a site  Is  significare.  those  that  are  Merasltd  In  9m 
Information  and  Rams  wil  find  the  funds  for  the  study  and  axeavetion.  6U4  muM  provide  a 34  hour 
answenng  service  and  personnel  wt>o  can  make  timely  decisions. 

7.  Weed  control  can  only  be  enforced  if  the  weeds  to  be  contmited  an  GmKed  lo  the  disturbed  sKs 
If  the  «>etds  are  throughout  the  adjacent  area  tha  operator  has  no  oont/of  ovar  their  growth  and 
spreading  The  operator  Is  not  and  shouid  not  be  held  responsiblt. 

67 

' PIPELINE  (RIGKT-OF-WAY)  (PERMITS)  STIPULATIONS 

10.  Pipelines  need  to  be  defined  in  this  section  as  to  what  siza  and  what  type  of  ines  will  be  required 
to  be  Duded  It  a unacceptable  to  expect  and  require  the  burying  of  Aowlines  and  water  lines.  Also, 
the  depth  of  34  inches  must  be  negotiable  depending  on  the  type  of  terrain  through  which  the  pipeline 
will  go 

11.  As  defined,  clearing  may  be  an  unacceptable  option.  Clearing  may  actually  ir>crease  acceu 
problems  with  equipment,  such  as  in  increased  mc^ence  of  flat  tires.  Unnecessary  equipment 
repairs  could  result  in  more  traffic  and  environmental  damage. 

O O 1 13.  The  stipuUtions  regarding  berms  are  contradictory  in  this  secton.  We  luggesi  I be  reworded  for 

OO  1 clarity 
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14.  The  exhibit  needs  to  be  provided  for  review  before  the  final  document  is  p^CFished  Also  we 
recommend  that  et  the  end  of  the  sentence  *OPC*  be  explained  as  Desired  Plan  Community.  The 
meaning  of  the  letters  may  not  be  Immediately  understood  and  this  is  needed  for  ctanficalion  here 
end  elsewhere. 

70 

IS.  The  raquirtmenl  lo  paint  afl  above  ground  items  should  be  Cmited  only  to  new  irtstallabons  as  can 
be  justified  Sec  other  comments  regarding  painting  in  Appendix  3. 

71 

16.  The  stipulation  requinng  signs  on  the  pipeline  right-of-way  needs  clarification.  Does  this  only 
apply  to  pipelines?  Whal  type  of  lines?  What  numbers? 

17.  The  holder  must  be  allowed  to  install  fences,  gales  or  other  Kerns  lo  reasonably  prohibit 
1 unauthortied  traffic.  The  holder  does  not  have  the  authority  to  *pclice*  the  nghi-cf-way  on  behalf  of 
f ^ 1 the  8lM 

73  1 

SURFACE  INSTAUED  PIPELINES 

18  The  holder  of  a nghi-of-way  for  a surface  pipeline  should  not  be  held  in  stnd  liabilrty  for  activities 
beyor>d  their  control.  Land  clearing,  earth  disturbirvg  activities  and  blasting  by  parses  not  under 
contract  by  the  ROW  holder  cannot  be  controlled  by  the  holder. 

1 18C  A definition  of  *any  one  event*  needs  to  be  included.  Depending  on  the  interpretation  by  the 

7^  1 suthorizing  officer,  the  assessment  of  one  million  dollars  per  event  could  result  m exces&vt  damage 

• ■ 1 payments 

24.  Please  see  the  comments  under  number  15. 

112-69  The  specific  Desired  Plant  Community 
seeding  requirements  would  be  determined  on  a case- 
by-case  basis.  Refer  to  Condition  of  Approval  35  in 
Appendix  4 for  an  example  of  instructions  (the  exhibit) 
for  seeding.  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address 
your  suggestion.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed 
Plan. 

1 1 2-70  Refer  to  response  1 1 2-61 . 

112-71  The  referenced  condition  of  approval  applies 
to  buried  pipelines.  The  heading  for  that  particular 
section  has  been  modified  to  address  your  comment. 
Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan.  The 
"numbers"  you  refer  to  are  the  BLM-assigned  serial 
number,  as  stated  in  the  requirement. 

112-72  The  intent  of  the  requirement  is  not  to  have 
the  right-of-way  holder  police  the  right-of-way.  If  there 
is  evidence,  however,  that  the  pipeline  route  is  being 
used  for  purposes  other  than  routine  maintenance,  the 
BLM  would  consult  with  the  holder  to  determine  what 
prudent  measures,  such  as  signing,  would  be  required 
of  the  holder  to  prevent  use  of  the  pipeline  route  as  a 
road. 

112-73  Condition  of  Approval  18  is  a requirement  of 
43  CFR  2803.1-5  and  43  CFR  2883.1-4. 
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PERMANENT  RESOURCE  ROADS 

We  soggesi  a statement  be  Induded  Hera  rtferendng  the  New  Mexko  Burteu  of  Land  Manegemeei 
read  poflqr.  • 

76  1 

)1.  The  second  senter>ce  should  be  amended  to  reed  thidineu  of  sa  inches  with  ceDche  mateitoi 
Of  other  approved  luftaono  matertal  ■ 

)3B  The  Indusion  of  requirements  to  shere  In  maintenance  costs  la  dafinltaty  an  Improvtmeni  ever 
current  standards  and  wt  support  this  effort.  This  certainly  wUI  help  faolHate  the  maintenanoe  of 
roads  by  many  partes 

S4.  Industry  appreciates  the  inclusion  of  the  possib«lrty  of  dosing  resds  to  the  pubAe.  We  urge  the 
BLM  to  use  this  option  in  order  to  help  control  access  to  areas  where  the  BLM  ia  concerned  about 
damage  to  cuRural  sites,  vegeietion,  hebrtei  for  wildlife  speaes  end  excasaive  public  aoceu 
However,  limiting  access  can  not  apply  to  authorized  use  such  as  oil  ir>d  gas  sccess  to  a holder  of  • 
nght*of-wiy.  Wa  have  continually  sought  approval  of  the  closure  option. 

77 

3S  Wt  suggest  that  the  language  regarding  re-seeding  be  more  speofic  as  to  the  mbduro  to  be 
determined  by  the  desired  plant  community.  Operators  should  no!  have  to  purchase  seed  nirte 
months  in  advance  of  use  H should  be  the  BLM's  responsibility  to  find  apprepnate  providers  of  the 
desired  seed  mudurts  end  the  BLM's  or  the  supplier's  responsibility  to  certify  that  the  seed  mixture  ia 
viabia  Thta  should  not  be  the  responsibility  nor  the  expense  of  the  operator.  The  BLM  muK  have  • 
sufficient  number  of  seed  suppliers  cartifted  to  afford  the  tend  user  the  opportunity  of  choice  and 
selection  of  vendors. 

78 

1 It  is  unacceptable  to  require  seeding  an  unlimited  number  of  times.  The  second  to  the  last  sentence 
in  the  third  paragraph  of  this  section  should  be  deleted  in  Its  entirety.  A maximum  of  two  separate, 
good  faith.  setdir>gs  over  no  more  than  2 years  should  be  included  in  these  standards.  II  if 
unacceptable  er^  unjustifiable  to  continue  to  require  seeding  over  an  extended  penod  of  lime 
1 Access  to  Surface  locations  also  becomes  a legal  tssua. 

■ OVERHEAD  ELECTRIC  DISTRIBUTION  LINES 

YQ  1 3®  Agtftcy  required  modiricalioni  or  eddilions  to  powertines  that  ire  already  in  place  should  not  be 

* * allowed.  TTie  BLM  should  not  have  the  oppohuriity  to  require  stipulations  after  the  fad. 

79 

1 COMMUNICATION  SITES 

1 47.  The  first  sentence  needs  danfication.  We  believe  that  the  word  ‘lease*  has  bean  left  out  after 

1 ’existing*  Statements  should  be  included  in  this  section  regardir>g  the  usa  of  oil  aiwj  gas  field  data 
1 gatherir\g  systems.  These  should  be  exempt  from  these  requirements. 

OIL  AND  GAS  RELATED  SITES  (RIGHT .OF-WAY) 

53-  Painting  should  only  be  required  as  absolutely  necessary  Please  see  comments  under  number 
15. 

MN  1 BURIED  TELEPHONE  CABLES 

OL/  1 The  heading  *6uned  telephone  cables*  should  be  capitalized. 

67.  See  prior  comments  on  berms.  Kern  16. 

112-74  The  wording  in  Condition  of  Approval  18  is  a 
requirement  of  43  CFR  2803.1-5  and  43  CFR  2883.1- 
4. 

112-75  Your  suggestion  is  addressed  on  page  2-14  of 
the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  and  in  the  Proposed  Plan, 
where  we  confirm  that  rights-of-way  would  be  issued 
in  accordance  with  the  policy. 

112-76  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

112-77  It  is  impractical  to  specify  in  a Resource 
Management  Plan  each  seed  mix  that  may  be 
developed,  because  seed  mixes  must  be  tied  to  a 
specific  site.  Each  seed  mixture  will  be  developed 
based  on  the  appropriate  DPC  objective,  and  on  the 
specific  soil  and  range  types  being  affected.  A 
specific  seed  mix  will  be  given  to  an  operator  at  the 
time  of  the  approval  of  a project. 

The  Conditions  of  Approval  do  not  require  the 
purchase  of  seed  nine  months  in  advance  of  use. 
Rather,  they  require  that  testing  for  viability  and  purity 
has  been  done  within  the  nine  months  prior  to 
purchase.  Refer  to  item  35  on  page  AP4-7  of  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS. 

It  is  inappropriate  for  the  BLM  to  direct  business  to  a 
specific  seed  supplier.  Information  on  seed  suppliers 
is  readily  available.  Most  suppliers  are  listed  in  the  1- 
800  telephone  book,  or  in  local  phone  books.  More 
than  30  suppliers  of  seed  for  native  grasses,  forbs  and 
shrubs  responded  to  our  recent  request  for  catalogs 
and  information.  Seeding  is  not  a new  requirement; 
most  operators  probably  already  have  established 
sources  of  supply.  Most  suppliers  provide  seed  that 
is  certified  virtually  weed  free  and  viable,  as  required 
by  state  law. 


112-78  Comment  noted. 


112-78.1  Raptor  protection  for  electric  distribution 
lines  is  a long-standing,  standard  operating  procedure. 
The  requirement  would  apply  to  all  new  powerlines, 
and  to  any  line  already  constructed  on  public  land  that 
is  identified  as  causing  a problem,  regardless  of  when 
it  was  constructed.  This  practice  is  in  accordance  with 
the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act,  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  and  other  federal  laws. 

112-79  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  The  word  "facilities"  was  inadvertently  left 
out.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan.  The 
conditions  of  approval  for  communication  sites  apply 
to  facilities  that  are  required  to  have  a Federal 
Communications  Commission  or  Interdepartmental 
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APPUCATtON  FOR  PERMIT  TO  ORIU 

74.  The  word  Vi*  needs  to  be  ktterted  between  •corteined*  end  'onshore*. 

82 

7%  This  stipulitloo  should  be  prefaced  with  the  words  *1  *** 

Cifisbad  Resource  A/es  lopsofl  Is  minimal  and  most  of  1 is  used  In  constrtrdion.  The  exee^ion 
would  be  in  egrtcuftursl  areas. 

83 

60  We  suggest  this  be  amended  to  reed: 

*The  drill  pad  and  access  road  for  this  wt#  mu<  be  surfeced  wUh  flpfclful  Inches  of 
1 cckmoaded  oravel/celiche  or  other  looroved  Surtaenfl  materiil.' 

63.  Dninng  pits: 

Part  A.  We  suggest  this  be  amended  to  read; 

84 

mn*fv.  Dull  bt  consIrMdtd  it  i5  rtjjonjWe  mch  th»<  M l«asl  on«  half  IM  loUl  pit 

volume * 

Often  the  reserve  prt  can  not  be  constructed  four  feel  beltwf  the  natural  ground  level  without  blastir^ 
out  fodL  This  is  generally  an  unnecessary  and  onjusiiriable  expense. 

85 

Part  A - w«  su«gail  Irtal  this  b«  amenrttrt  lo  real): 

•As  acorcc“a*e  lank  battenes  shall  have * 

66.  Please  see  prior  comments  on  painting  stjpulations.  item  1$. 

86 

WEa  COMPLETION  REQUIREMENTS 

66  Surface  restonl»on.  We  suggest  that  the  first  sentence  be  rt-vrorded  to  read: 

•if  the  wen  is  comoieied.  the  reserve  oitslsl  shall ' 

Not  an  wells  are  completed  as  producers.  Some  we»s  are  completed  as  injeoion  or  other  service 
wells 

In  the  secor>d  senter>ce.  we  suggest  that  it  be  re-worded  to  retd: 

87 

•All  areas  of  the  pad  not  necessary  for  ooe rations  mult  be  re-contoured,  as  much  at  Is 
re^f^nagif  lo  resemble  the  or>ginal  contours  of  the  surrounding  terrain,  and  any  remaining 
top  soil  must  be  re-dislribuied  and  the  reclaimed  area  re-seeded ' 

In  the  f^rd  sentence  we  suggest  that  the  parenthesis  be  deleted  and  DPC  r>ct  be  used. 

OO  1 Protection. 

OO  1 Th#  last  Nwo  sentences  need  lo  be  deleted  in  iheif  entirety.  They  do  not  odd  to  the  ffipulelton. 

89 

Abandonment: 

90  We  suggest  that  instead  of  specifying  six  copies  of  the  form  lo  be  fHtd  thet  the  languege  be  rv 
worded  to  reed: 

Tirmo  an  orioinal  and  the  reouired  number  of  cooies....' 

Radio  Advisory  Committee  license. 

112-80  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 

112-81  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 

112-82  The  addition  of  "as  is  reasonable"  to  this  COA 
is  not  needed,  because  the  amount  of  topsoil 
stockpiled  is  determined  during  the  pre-site  inspection 
and  is  variable  depending  on  the  actual  conditions  on 
site.  Stockpiling  topsoil  is  critical  to  providing  nutrient- 
laden soil  for  recovery  of  the  site  when  revegetated. 

112-83  Materials  other  than  caliche  are  acceptable  for 
surfacing  roads  and  pads.  We  have  modified  the  text 
to  address  your  comment.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the 
Proposed  Plan. 

112-84  As  written,  this  COA  provides  two  alternatives 
to  the  specification  for  a minimum  four-foot  depth  on 
reserve  pits:  negotiating  an  alternative  with  the 
authorized  officer  or  using  steel  tanks.  The  time  and 
expense  of  blasting  rock  to  achieve  a minimum  depth 
is  not  an  unreasonable  or  an  unjustifiable  expense 
when  compared  to  the  potential  damage  and  liability  of 
a spill  from  a pit  not  constructed  to  minimum 
standards.  Refer  also  to  "Surface  Operating 
Standards  for  Oil  and  Gas  Exploration  and 
Development"  (the  "Gold  Book"  produced  by  the  BLM 
and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service)  page  10,  paragraph  5. 


112-85  Comment  noted.  Condition  of  Approval  84 
has  been  modified  to  conform  more  closely  with  the 
"Gold  Book."  The  change  should  address  your 
concern.  This  indicates  that  the  size  and  areal  extent 
of  containment  dikes  are  a negotiable  feature  of  the  oil 
and  gas  development  process.  Refer  to  Table  34  and 
the  Proposed  Plan. 

112-86  The  text  has  been  modified  to  incorporate 
your  suggestion.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed 
Plan. 


112-87  We  have  modified  the  text  by  substituting 
"operations"  for  "production."  The  need  for  contouring 
and  the  amount  required  is  a negotiable  item, 
depending  entirely  on  site-specific  circumstances.  The 
use  of  topsoil  implicitly  implies  that  whatever  is  on-site 
will  be  used.  We  have  clarified  the  term  topsoil  by 
adding  "stockpiled."  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the 
Proposed  Plan. 

112-88  Condition  of  Approval  Number  89  has  been 
revised  in  the  text  to  conform  with  clarifications  of  NTL 
93-1  RDO,  Modification  of  Production  Equipment  to 
Prevent  Bird  and  Bat  Losses.  The  second  sentence 
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R H pouiMi  tNH  tfurtng  tM  coutm  of  manogiog  undor  this  plan  tha  rtquirod  numtar  of  ooplat  wfl 
cftanga 


APPEMMX  m - PRACncea  FOft  QIL  AND  QA8  DRILUNQ  ANP_QPERAT1QN3  IH  CAVE  AND 

nAffSTAREAl 

Tha  analysis  for  Via  cava  and  karst  area  should  ba  dona  pdor  to  leasing  and  any  spadai  stipulations, 
as  mueft  as  possibia,  should  ba  attached  to  the  leases  prior  to  the  taasmg  r>c(  after  the  fact 
Additional  stipulatiorxs  should  ba  Imited  only  to  what  is  absolutely  necessary  at  the  lima  the 
application  for  permit  to  dnR  Is  submitted  and  must  be  justified  with  facts  Additional  stipulations  need 
to  ba  agreed  to  by  the  operator. 

ALL  ALTERNATIVES 
Surface  Mitigation 

We  suggest  that  the  second  paragraph  be  re-worded  to  read 

Tractices  to  minimise  potential  impacts  from  reserve  pit  spills  or  leakage  mav  Include.  * 

Also  we  suggest  the  conditiort,  *the  relocation  of  pits*,  be  re-worded  to  reed; 

*Reohentation  of  the  rtg  and  related  pit  location.* 

Rig  orientation  aryj  access  are  crucial  to  the  location  of  pits 
Subsurface  MHigatlon 

The  last  paragraph  needs  to  be  deleted.  Unless  the  BLM  is  wlUing  to  have  individuals  on  24-hour  can 
who  can  make  immediate  decisions,  and  provide  a 24  hour  answering  service,  this  is  an  unacceptabla 
requirement  The  nsk  to  the  enviror\ment  mey  be  greater  without  havir^g  24-hour  contact  as  often 
decisions  must  be  made  immediatety  in  order  to  control  the  drilling  situation.  The  BLM  can  not 
require  operations  to  sit  on  stand  by  while  waiting  (or  *normar  BLM  wording  hours  to  start. 


ALTERNATIVE  B 

Operators  should  not  be  responsible  for  the  cost  of  detection  methods  over  and  above  a review  of 
readily  available  public  information. 

References  to  the  use  of  the  modifted  V pit  should  be  deleted  in  its  entirety.  R b certainty  an  option, 
but  X b n^  a solution  In  ail  situations.  It  is  imperative  that  the  dirt  be  easily  movable  and  not  have  a 
lot  of  rocks  in  K for  the  *V  prt  to  work  properly  In  the  cave  and  karst  area  the  likelihood -of  this  being 
the  situation  b slim  Please  see  the  comment  regarding  the  relocation  of  pits. 


Casing  and  Cementing 

The  requirement  of  a thicker  than  normal  wall  casing  is  not  justifiable  on  the  basis  of  having  a void.  A 
key  in  casing  integrity  b not  necessarily  wall  thickness  but  the  pressures  to  be  encountered,  both 
externally  ir>d  internally. 

The  cessation  of  drilling  operalions  with  i bit  drop  of  4 more  feet  or  drculation  toss  greater  than  75% 
must  be  justified  and  not  be  a blanket  requirement.  When  these  situations  occur,  the  best  option  b 
not  always  to  stop  what  you  are  doing. 


referenced  in  your  comment  is  part  of  the  requirement 
of  the  NTL.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

112-89  We  have  adopted  your  suggestion  and 
modified  the  text.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed 
Plan. 

112-90  You  essentially  have  described  our  current 
pperating  procedure.  Cave  and  karst  areas  are 
analyzed  prior  to  leasing  and  the  Potential  Cave  or 
Karst  Occurrence  Area  Lease  Notice  is  attached  to 
affected  leases.  The  lease  notice  tells  purchasers  of 
leases  that  special  management  actions  may  be 
required  as  part  of  approvals  for  drilling  or  other 
operations  on  the  lease.  The  necessary  conditions  of 
approval  (not  stipulations)  are  applied  at  the  time  of 
permitting,  following  a NEPA  analysis.  In  the  majority 
of  cases,  conditions  of  approval  are  applied  following 
discussions  with  the  operator  during  the  field 
examination. 

112-91  The  first  part  of  your  comment  already  is 
addressed  (see  page  AP5-6,  column  2,  paragraph  1 , 
line  7 In  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS).  The  text  has 
been  modified  to  address  the  second  part  of  your 
comment.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  to  Appendix  5. 

112-92  Petroleum  engineers  and  technicians  in  the 
Carlsbad  and  Roswell  resource  areas  are  on  call  24- 
hours  a day.  Our  petroleum  engineers  are  able  to 
provide  timely  responses  to  our  after-hours  customers 
without  waiting  until  the  next  business  day.  However, 
controversial  matters  such  as  the  termination  of  drilling 
operations  under  the  circumstances  described  in 
Appendix  5 may  best  be  delayed  for  up  to  24  hours  so 
that  all  pertinent  factors  may  be  given  ample 
consideration.  We  expect  the  need  to  stop  drilling 
would  occur  only  in  very  rare  situations.  Refer  to 
response  28-5. 


112-93  The  text  at  the  top  of  page  AP5-4  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  clearly  states  that  surface  mitigations 
"...could  include  one  or  more  of  the  following 
practices...  This  certainly  does  not  mean  that  a "V"  pit 
would  be  prescribed  in  every  situation  or  in  any 
situation.  It  simply  is  one  of  many  tools  available  for 
consideration  to  mitigate  impacts. 

112-94  The  use  of  thicker-walled  casing  was  intended 
to  be  an  added  safety  feature  when  caves  were 
encountered.  The  requirement  should  be  retained  as 
a management  option,  but  should  be  applied  only  in 
situations  where  substantial,  "world  class"  cave 
resources,  such  as  Lechuguilla  Cave,  may  be 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Please  see  al  prior  commenU  under  ALL  ALTERNATIVES  and  ALTERNATIVE  1. 

96 

tf  the  BLM  is  goir>g  to  require  a cassation  of  operations  they  must  provide  for  24  hour  phono  oevtnpa 
and  decision  making  euthorlty  by  tha  BLM  representative.  1 'm  unreasonable  and  untusliflabla  to 
expect  tn  operator  lo  hava  a rig  on  stand-by  In  a potentially  hazardous  situation  wh8a  waiting  on  tha 
BLM  to  resp^. 

APPENDIX  14 

For  the  most  pari  very  small  maps  are  provided.  They  provide  very  imJe  Information  and  refarenca  le 
the  location  of  spacifle  areas  In  relation  to  other  areas  of  interest  or  (he  entire  Area.  Thit  section 
highlights  the  need  for  additional  maps,  with  overiays.  lo  be  provided  lo  the  reviewers  of  this  plan  ao 
that  the  full  impacts  can  be  effectively  evaluated 

APPENDIX  IS  - OIL  AND  GAS  OPERATION 

97 

GEOPHYSICAL  EXPLORATION 

Accordir>g  lo  our  geophysical  personnel,  vibrator  lines  during  a 3-D  seismic  survey  ere  placed 
apprcx^mitely  one  third  of  a mile  apart  The  language  in  this  section  needs  to  darfred. 

1 OIL  AND  GAS  LEASING 

1 paragrapT)  (page  APIS-3)  ahovid  read  that  ieesas  are  issued  for  a term  of  tan  yaafi. 

* Recant  ccngres&onat  action  changed  the  leasing  to  a standard  lease  term  of  ten  years. 

1 in  the  next  paragraph,  the  last  santenca  r>eeds  to  be  modined  to  ir>dicate  that  tha  royatUas  ratumad  to 
9^  1 the  State  of  New  Mexico  are  less  an  administntrvt  fee. 

100 

1 In  the  last  paragraph  on  AP15-4  In  tha  left  column,  a sentence  needs  to  be  added  Mating  any 
idditicnat  site  speofle  stipulations  added  at  the  time  of  perm.r.ing  must  be  ;u$tir>ed  by  tha  BLM  and 
agreed  to  by  the  operator.  Without  this  qualifying  Matemeni.  the  BLM  is  adding  stipulations  to  a lease 
1 in  violation  of  the  lease  agreement  which  is  a binding  contract 

101 

1 On  page  APIS-5.  the  discussion  regarding  pad  size  or  surface  use  required  needs  to  be  modified. 
The  total  disturbed  area  including  the  p<t  and  pad  may  be  2 $0  by  250  feet,  however,  the  actual  size  of 
the  pad.  and  therefore  the  compacted  area,  is  generally  considerably  smaller.  For  a wcB  driUad  le 
1 less  than  8.000  feet,  an  area  approximately  less  than  1/2  of  the  entire  location*  area  is  used. 

*^0^1  On  page  API 5-5  the  rig  heights  may  reach  as  high  as  ISO'  for  a deeper  wel 

Mud  volumes  ere  Over  estimated.  Generally  an  estimate  of  one  Parrel  per  foot  « used  to  determiri# 
10^1  volumes.  If  the  total  fluid  on  location  equals  twice  the  estimated  volume  needed  then  for  a 9000  foot 
wen  the  total  fluid  would  be  18.000  barrels  not  40.000. 

KM 

1 Page  AP1&-7.  in  the  first  M paragraph,  we  suggest  this  be  changed  to  read: 

1 The  surface  component  of 

jeopardized  by  drilling.  We  have  modified  the  text  to 
clarify  this  point.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed 
Plan. 

112-95  Refer  to  response  28-5. 

112-96  Refer  to  response  112-92. 

112-97  Suggestion  noted. 

112-98  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-99  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-100  The  referenced  paragraph  Is  accurately 
written.  If  necessary,  site-specific  mitigation  measures 
are  added  to  an  APD  for  the  protection  of  surface  and 
subsurface  resource  values  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
proposed  activity.  Upon  review  of  an  APD,  according 
to  43  CFR  3162.3-1  (h)(1),  the  application  may  be 
approved  as  submitted  or  with  appropriate 
modifications  or  conditions  of  approval  so  as  to 
minimize  the  impacts  of  the  surface  disturbance  of  the 
project.  Section  6 of  the  Lease  Terms  on  an  oil  and 
gas  lease  states:  "Lessee  shall  take  reasonable 
measures  deemed  necessary  by  lessor  to  accomplish 
the  intent  of  this  section."  The  intent  of  the  section  is 
to  "...conduct  operations  in  a manner  that  minimizes 
adverse  impacts  to  the  land,  air,  and  water,  to  cultural, 
biological,  visual,  and  other  resources,  and  to  other 
land  uses  or  users."  In  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order 
No.  1,  Section  III. G. 5. a..  Federal  Responsibilities,  it  is 
clearly  stated  that  the  BLM  has  the  responsibility  for 
establishing  the  terms  and  conditions  under  which  the 
proposed  action  (drilling  a well)  may  be  approved. 


112-101  Suggestion  noted. 


1 1 2-1 02  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
suggestion.  Refer  to  Table  34. 


112-103  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
suggestion.  Refer  to  Table  34. 


112-104  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 
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AMCO  Pttmltn 

N«w  HexJco  BLM^  Rojw«l  EMKrid 
C«<nm«nt»  - Ond  RMP/EIS 


In  Om  Utlrd  p«r*gnpn  th<  Mcond  Mnttncn  tAouk)  rttd: 
'Tn*  drilling  fluid  Is  usually  called  mud.* 


Wa  suggest  the  last  paragraph  In  Uie  lafl  column  ti«  changed  lo  read: 

•Drilling  mud  can  be  as  simple  as  plain  water  or  be  a complicaled  blend  o(  polymers  sails 
days  or  other  subslancas  designed  lor  specific  purposes.* 


107 


We  Oder  Ihe  (ollowing  suggested  wording  (or  the  last  sanlencas  in  the  flrsi  paragraph  of  the  rtght 
oolucnn.  ^ 

* ..lost  circulation  material,  such  at  chopped  paper  or  cottonseed  huitt.  The  added  materials 
will  flow  inlo  the  lost  circulation  area,  hopefully  plugging  I off  so  that  drcutation  can  be 
restored  * 


tiffioast  *telected*  be  used  in  place  of  *0011010*  in  the  first  sentence  of  the  second  paraoraoh 
I V/Ci  Alto,  casing  comes  In  ao  foot  lengths  Tubing  Is  in  JO  foot  lengths. 


The  Isst  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  should  have  *and  Ihe  sire  of  Ihe  hole  diilied-  added  lo  the 
arid  of  M.  The  hole  size  is  a controlling  factor  in  the  maximum  size  of  pipe  that  can  be  nin  and 
successfully  cemented. 


DEVELOPMEMT  AND  PRODUCTION 

The  first  fun  paragraph  on  page  APIS-9  is  redundanf  and  can  be  deleted.  All  of  Ihe  information 
contained  here  is  included  elsewhere  in  this  section. 

The  sentence  beginning  'Water  or  liquid...*  in  the  second  full  paragraph  needs  to  be  reworded  or 
deleted  Fluids  are  not  removed  from  the  gas  at  the  wetthead.  Even  if  the  gas  b dry,  « is  rwt  mixed 
with  other  gas  from  other  wells  at  the  wellhead.  We  suggest  the  following  for  your  consideration: 

•Water  ind  liquid  hydrocartons  in  gas  are  removed  before  the  gas  is  metered  ind  sold  Gas 
well  gas  is  generally  measured  near  the  wellhead  before  i!  enters  a gathering  line.  In  some 
cases,  gas  goes  through  a plant  or  another  faatily  for  additional  treatment  prior  to  being 
turned  into  a transportation  system.  Gas  from  numerous  welts  b mixed  In  the  treatment 
faalities  and/or  gathering  lines  snd  in  turn  goes  directly  into  gas  transportation  systems.* 


till 
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Diesel  fuel  needs  lo  be  added  to  Ihe  last  sentence  in  the  next  paragraph. 

In  the  last  paragraph  of  the  left  column  we  suggest  you  subsirtute  *oi\  storage  liniis*  for  nank 
banery*.  The  entire  facility  b generally  referred  lo  as  a tank  bahery.  Painting  color  requirements 
should  be  deleted  This  issue  is  adequately  addressed  elsewhere.  We  suggest  the  next  sentence  be 
reworded  to  read: 

*Carthen  dikes  are  constructed  around  Ihe  tank  battery  of  a size  to  contain  the  contenb  of  the 
largest  vessel,  should  an  accidental  spin  occur.* 


112-105  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-106  Suggestion  noted. 

112-107  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-108  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-109  Suggestion  noted. 

112-110  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 


112-111  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-112  Suggestion  noted. 

112-113  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 
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N«w  Mtxtcs  BUM  - Roswtfl  DiyUld 
CommtnU  - Draff  RMP/EIS 
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Off  intf  Ou  Exploratory  Uniti 

W«  uggoit  tfio  Aral  Mntenca  bo  rawonjod  lo  raid: 

*D«v*k>pmen(  In  t unllizo  fleU  mty  piocood  M • dllTcranl  raft  thin  In  ( Hold  composod  of 
lndlvidu*l  loiMi.* 

Dovtiopmenf  of  • unll  moy  or  may  nof  ba  slowar.  Sometimes  I will  proceed  In  a mora  ordeity.  paced 
manner  UnKs  may  or  may  nol  have  mora  capflal  dedicalad  lo  devalopmeni  man  ffia  sum  of  Uia 
capifal  for  individual  leases  held  by  separate  operators 


HI  C I second  fu9  paragraph  on  paga  APti-10  should  be  raworded  lo  raflecl  that  nex  all  racomplelions 
1 1 0 I lo  diffarani  zones  are  deeper.  Recompletions  may  be  deeper  or  shallower 


The  Iasi  half  of  the  last  paragraph  in  this  sedlon  needs  lo  better  ttfleci  current  practices  Operators 
prepare  and  submit  reclamation  plans  to  the  8LM  (or  approval  While  the  BLM  has  guidelines  to 
follow.  Ihey  do  not  prepare  or  knplemenl  the  plans. 


Wa  suggest  the  following  alternate  wording  lor  the  last  lull  paragraph  on  page  API  5-10: 

*As  more surtecing  wtih  caliche  or  other  approved  surfecino  malena's  and  installing  ... 

Surfacino  materials * 
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The  flrsf  partial  senlenca  at  the  lop  of  page  API  5-11  should  read: 

*....and  whether  or  not  the  mineral  and  woieino  Inlertsi  ovmerj  are  the  same  * 

This  uses  the  language  mora  common  lo  the  induslry.  the  mineral  owners  and  regulatory  agencies. 
Production 

Gas  Produdion:  ...... 

Gas  is  nol  separated  from  oil  by  venting.  The  foflovring  language  Is  suggested  (page  AP15-11. 
paragraph  3). 

*Ges  which  occurs  vrilh  oil  is  seperaled  in  Ihe  vessels  at  a producing  facility.  It  flows  from  Ihe 

lop  of  Ihe  vessels  into  galhenng  lines  If  enough existing  plant  If  the  volume  of 

casinghead  gas  is  insufficient  lo  sen  or  warrant  transportation  costs  lo  a plant.  I may  be  used 
as  on  lease  fuel.  Gas  is  flared  or  venled not  of  commerdal  quanWies  * 


We  suggest  you  include  gas  in  your  discussion  of  separation  in  a healer  irealer  Plash  gas  may  or 
may  not  be  used  (or  lease  operalions.  Casinghead  gas  that  is  not  used  on  least  will  only  be 
cornpressed  ai  that  point  if  the  volume  is  enough  to  Justify  the  cod.  Compression  a used  lot  gas  no* 
oil.  a liquid 

In  the  sixth  line  of  Ihe  right  column  on  page  AP15-11  Ihe  word  *healer*  should  be  used  in  place  of 
•separator' 

Water  Produdion: 

We  sagged  Ihe  second  sentence  read: 

The  quafity  of  water  and  handling  economics  oflen  didale  Ihe  appropriate  disposal  method.* 
We  also  suggest  you  reference  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  No.  7. 


112-114  Suggestion  noted. 

112-115  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-116  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-117  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-118  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-119  Suggestion  noted. 

112-120  Suggestion  noted. 

112-121  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-122  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 
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In  IM  Its  Mrtenc*  d iWs  sndion,  hjdrogen  julWe  and  carton  diorOda  stould  be  ipeBad  out 
Primary  Racovary 

In  the  tnird  sanienca  of  the  IW  paraflrapfi,  wt  suggest  you  delefa  the  words  ‘and  up  lo  lha  surface  * 
Primary  po)dudion  do«i  no<  f>tc«ssarfJy  flow  to  th#  surfaco,  Th#  rtjorvoir  preisur*  must  bo 
sufTicifftf  to  lift  the  column  of  fluid.  Primary  production  does  not  infer  free  flovnng.  I only  means 
natural  subsurface  mechanics  force  fluid  flow  in  the  reservoir  into  the  wel  bona, 


125I 

i2e| 


Secondary  and  Enhance  OU  Recovery 

In  the  last  line  of  lha  first  paraflraph  the  word  'primary*  should  be  used  in  place  of  *normaP. 

We  su^jgest  Ih#  foUowIr^g  wonJlruj  for  the  second  paragraph: 

*Water  replaces  the  volumes  extraded  and  provides  a drivirtg  force  while  sometimes  also 
helping  to  maintain  the  reservoir  pressure.  Water about  half  of  the  rtmainii^  on....’ 


SUBSURFACE  PRACTICES 

The  last  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  in  this  section  should  be  deleted.  It  adds  no  information  to 
the  discussion. 


Casing  and  Ctmcnting 

If  you  are  going  to  discuss  plug  and  turtuler^t  flow  you  either  need  to  also  discuss  laminar  flow  or 
de.'eie  referencesio  it. 
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APPENDUMI  IMPACT  AfiALYSIS  ASSUMPTIONS 

ARCO  Permian  is  vary  concerned  about  some  of  the  assumptions  ar>d  the  avoidance  of  olhen.  Tha 
surface  that  has  been  ii^d  win  be  reclaimed  must  be  considered  In  surface  impact  discussions.  We 
fee!  that  less  acreage  t$  attributed  lo  being  reclaimed  than  actually  occurs.  This  skews  the 
information  in  a manner  delnmenlal  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry. 

We  also  question  the  valkfity  of  the  RFD  projectior\s.  as  these  indude  all  acreage  regardless  of 
surface  ownership  management  Projedions  should  be  limrted  lo  only  those  lands  over  which  lha 
SLM  has  management  control  or  has  rvegoliated  an  agreement  with  the  surface  management  aoencv 
or  Owner.  ^ 

Table  AIM  raises  many  questions. 

• What  a the  difference  between  expected  PIA  welts  and  abarxJoned  producers? 

• We  believe  that  the  acreage  disturbed  calculatior\$  are  too  high  per  new  wefl.  Rarely  will 
9 acres  of  surface  be  disturbed  on  the  average  for  new  wells  in  Ihe  Carlsbad  Resource 
Area. 

• The  footnotes  and  contents  of  the  (able  do  not  make  it  clear  what  the  base  d. 

The  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  must  taka  into  consideralion  an  reclamation.  CumuIaUv# 
affects  should  nof  lake  into  consideratioo  development  on  private  land,  unless  all  of  the  discussions 
are  on  the  same  basis.  Conducting  part  of  lha  raview  on  one  basis  and  another  part  on  a different 
basts  skews  the  r^sufts.  Comparisons  can  not  be  made  or  Justified. 


112-123  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-124  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-125  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-126  Suggestion  noted. 

112-127  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

112-128  Appendix  18  takes  into  account  the  acreage 
that  is  disturbed  and  reclaimed.  A certain  percentage 
remains  permanently  disturbed  or  as  residual 
disturbance  because  reclamation  is  never  completely 
accomplished  in  our  arid  soils. 

112-129  While  other  surface  ownerships  were 
included  in  the  RFD  projections,  the  weils  in  those 
situations  are  all  federally  managed  (located  in  federal 
mineral  estate).  Where  the  surface  is  not  managed  by 
the  BLM  a surface  owner  agreement  is  required  or,  as 
in  the  case  of  another  government  agency,  the 
agency's  reclamation  requirements  are  used.  Most  of 
the  time  the  surface  owner  requires  reclamation, 
although  we  have  no  control  if  the  surface  owner  does 
not  want  reclamation.  For  simplicity  we  included  all 
federal  wells  irrespective  of  surface  ownership  since 
nearly  alj  well  sites  would  be  reclaimed. 


112-130  Newly  drilled  wells  that  were  dry  and 
subsequently  plugged  are  P&A  wells.  Abandoned 
producers  are  producing  wells  that  have  reached  the 
end  of  their  productive  life  and  have  been  plugged.  In 
response  to  the  estimate  of  nine  acres  of  disturbance 
per  well,  the  figure  was  developed  using  information 
from  both  resource  areas  and  disturbance  including 
the  pad,  road,  pipeline  and  powerline  (see  page  AP18- 
6 in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA).  The  tables  in  Appendix  18 
merely  project  federal  drilling  activity  and  associated 
disturbances  and  are  based  on  past  drilling  activities. 
Again,  the  important  point  is  not  so  much  whether  the 
actual  acreage  disturbed  is  accurate,  but  whether  the 
same  figures  are  used  to  compare  the  alternatives. 
The  impact  analysis  is  used  to  compere  differences 
between  the  alternatives  to  determine  the  relative 
magnitudes  of  the  impacts  of  the  alternatives. 


1 1 2-1 31  It  would  be  extremely  difficult  to  differentiate 
federal  wells  on  the  basis  of  surface  ownership.  The 
discussions  among  the  alternatives  of  cumulative  and 
reclamation  have  the  same  basis.  Also,  refer  to 
response  112-128. 
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ARCO  PtrmiM* 

N«w  M«xk«  BIM  - Roswvl  District 
Commtnts  -*  Drift  RMP/CIS 


Th«  dlscoviry  rtts  o<  47%  for  witdcst/sxplontofY  weds  Is  too  high  T>tt  inifytls  iriouU  um  Vm 
Industry  stsndird  of  10%  U>  1S% 

Surfict  Disturbincs  from  Oil  and  Cat  Oavolopmant 

Why  art  tha  numbers  for  stabilized  surface  so  io«^  Not  onty  am  the  dlstuit)ed  luface  numbem 
genemrty  (oo  high,  more  acreage  b statxlued  than  not  with  the  posslbia  exception  of  roeds  that  am  hi 
use 

Aftnbutir^g  3 0 acres  per  weD  for  a pipeline  appears  to  be  too  much  With  the  exception  of  most  gu 
wells,  pipelines  do  not  go  to  each  individual  well  Many  wells  in  an  oH  field  wPl  be  served  by  a single 
‘pipeline*  Even  if  fiowiines  am  Included  In  this  discussion,  the  acreage  attributad  to  each  Ina  b 
probably  too  large 

Why  b only  half  of  the  surface  stabilized  for  the  installation  of  powertines?  The  surface  b disturted 
by  vehicles  and  holes  (or  the  poles.  Essentially  alt  of  R should  be  considemd  to  be  stabilized  and 
reclaimed. 

What  b the  basis  for  tha  *lhe  most  probabla  future  projection  of  dolling  actMty*? 

WlLDt.lFE 

What  information  b available  to  support  tha  claim  that  there  will  be  an  inc/easa  in  tha  number  of 
threatened  or  endar>gered  species? 

What  information  b available  to  support  the  assumption  that  all  leks  am  used  at  one  lime  or  another 
now?  In  the  future? 


SURFACE  USE  ANU  OCCUPANCY  REQUIREMENTS 

In  this  section,  only  fedemt  surface  acres  were  used  in  the  assumptions.  Thb  b contradictory  to  tha 
surface  disturbance  assumptions.  They  must  be  consistent 

Raptor  Nests. 

We  believe  the  assumptions  are  too  broad  with  mspecl  to  nests.  The  text  indicates  the  assumptions 
were  based  on  studies.  If  this  b the  case  the  studies  need  to  be  referenced  to  allow  vertfication. 
What  speofic  townships  are  included  in  the  St  that  were  counted? 

Floodplains: 

Thb  needs  to  be  included  in  the  glossary.  In  the  course  of  the  proposed  plan  I should  also  bo 
discussed  in  mom  detail.  Without  adequate  discussion  and  justification  tha  issues  concerning 
floodplains  win  continue  to  grow. 

Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard: 

N b too  earty  in  the  study  phase  to  mference  the  potential  habitat  of  the  &zard.  Thb  b stiti  under 
review  and  discussion. 

General  Comments  on  Assumptions 

K appears  that  all  of  the  assumptions  are  based  on  negative  Impacts  and  use  patterns  that  onty  cause 
harm  to  the  environment  Whem  am  assumptions  regarding  the  improvement  of  habAat  Incased 
reclamation?  What  assumptions  wem  used  for  the  economic  discussions?  What  socio-economic 
assumptions  wem  considered?  Wem  they  focused  only  the  negative  environmental  impacts? 

Environmental  consequences  and  impacts  on  resource  development  am  not  adequately  considemd. 


112-132  A mistake  in  arithmetic  was  made  and  the  47 
percent  figure  mentioned  in  your  comment  actually 
should  be  38  percent.  We  have  modified  the  text. 
Refer  to  Table  34.  This  information  was  obtained  from 
New  Mexico  Oil  Conservation  Division  records  for  the 
period  of  1975  through  1991. 

112-133  Generally,  Roswell  District  soils  are  arid  and 
do  not  revegetate  quickly.  The  estimate  of  disturbed 
acres  was  made  on  a district-wide  basis  for  the  sake 
of  simplicity.  Reclamation  success  would  probably  be 
lower  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  than  In  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area. 

112-134  The  projected  surface  disturbance  of  3.6 
acres  per  well  for  a pipeline  is  based  on  an  average  of 
one  mile  of  pipeline  with  a 30-foot  wide  right-of-way. 
This  is  only  an  average,  and  may  be  somewhat  high 
due  to  the  fact  that  some  wells  may  not  even  have  a 
pipeline.  These  figures  were  used  only  to  predict 
estimated  surface  disturbance,  which  may  or  may  not 
actually  occur,  for  the  comparison  of  impacts  between 
alternatives. 

112-135  We  estimated  that  half  of  the  surface 
disturbance  from  powerline  construction  is  stabilized 
due  to  the  fact  that  a two-track  road  often  remains 
beneath  a powerline.  The  road  often  is  used  for 
powerline  maintenance  and  by  resource  users  such  as 
recreationists  and  ranchers. 

112-136  The  basis  for  the  most  probable  future 
projection  of  drilling  activity  is  historical  data  obtained 
from  New  Mexico  Oil  Conservation  Division  records  for 
the  period  of  1975  through  1991. 

112-137  Our  primary  source  of  published  information 
concerning  threatened,  endangered,  proposed 
threatened,  and  candidate  species  is  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  As  of  June  1996,  there  are  751 
endangered  and  209  threatened  species  in  the  United 
States,  versus  170  and  8,  respectively,  in  July  1976. 
There  currently  are  242  proposed  species  and  182 
candidate  species  in  the  U.S.  It  is  safe  to  assume 
that  without  consideration  for  these  species,  and  other 
species  sensitive  to  habitat  destruction,  that  more 
species  would  be  elevated  to  threatened  or 
endangered  status,  or  would  be  added  to  the  list  of 
candidate  species. 

112-138  We  have  data  on  booming  ground  from 
surveys  conducted  since  1971.  These  surveys  are 
probably  the  most  extensive  survey  work  conducted 
on  booming  ground  activity  in  New  Mexico.  There  are 
grounds  that  have  been  used,  unused  and  used  again. 
New  grounds  tend  to  reflect  a population  increase. 
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There  are  grounds  that  were  identified  only  once  and 
not  used  again.  There  are  dozens  of  grounds  used 
year  after  year,  regardless  of  population  fluctuations 
that  are  partly  attributed  to  prevailing  weather  ■ 
conditions.  Through  professional  judgement  and  the 
data  collected  over  the  years  we  are  able  to  determine 
which  grounds  are  significant  and  which  are  temporary 
in  nature. 

112-139  We  don't  agree  that  the  assumptions  are 
contradictory.  The  two  sets  of  assumptions  are  not  as 
related  as  you  seem  to  believe.  The  assumptions 
related  to  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  were  used  to  derive  estimates  of  acres 
to  which  the  requirements  would  be  applied.  Impacts  , 
to  industry  and  other  public  land  users  were  then 
developed  from  those  estimates  and  discussed  in  the  ' 
EIS.  The  assumptions  related  to  projected  surface 
disturbance  were  derived  from  historical  records 
relating  to  all  federal  wells,  in  an  effort  to  estimate  the 
cumulative  impact  of  oil  and  gas  development. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  impact  analysis  is 
conducted  to  show  the  relationships  between  the 
various  alternatives.  The  assumptions  on  surface 
disturbance  were  used  to  compare  the  amounts  of 
disturbance  from  one  alternative  to  another.  The  ; 
assumptions  on  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  were  used  to  compare  among  the 
alternatives  the  amount  of  area  and  types  of  features 
that  would  be  affected  by  the  requirements. 

112-140  In  1981,  Westinghouse,  the  BLM,  and  the 
University  of  New  Mexico  began  a research  project 
focused  at  the  distribution  and  behavior  of  the  Harris 
hawk  in  the  16-section  withdrawal  area  associated  with 
the  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant.  In  1991 , the  study  was 
expanded  to  include  all  BLM-administered  public  lands 
in  New  Mexico  south  of  U.S.  Highway  82  and  east  of 
the  Pecos  River.  The  total  public  land  acreage  in  that 
area  is  equivalent  to  about  51  townships.  The  study 
was  not  only  expanded  to  include  additional  acreage, 
but  the  scope  of  the  project  was  expanded,  as  well. 
Currently,  research  is  focused  at  nesting  success, 
predator/prey  relationships,  distribution,  and  behavior 
of  all  raptor  species.  Through  this  research,  it  has 
been  determined  that  16  nesting  sites  exist  per  10- 
square-kilometer  area.  It  has  also  been  observed  that 
several  active  raptor  nests  have  been  abandoned  due 
to  oil  and  gas  activity  occurring  in  close  proximity 
(200-400  meters)  to  the  nest.  This  has  been 
documented  by  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  biologists 
and  through  the  ongoing  raptor  research  project. 

112-141  Refer  to  the  Glossary  under  the  entry  "One- 
hundred-year-floodplain."  Also,  refer  to  responses 
116-9  and  143-12. 
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AKCO  Nrmltn 

Nrar  MtxICS  BUM  - Ro«««*  OWiM 
CmmimoU  - Dnit  RMPCIS 


OLOttAKY 

c»mimjn»y  0«  m»mb*a  ol  oommunllKi  h>vt  lo  h*v«  dou  kiUndloni  to  te  pwt  if  Bw 
—wwiinByT  WhM  *boul  ipcciM  Uid  Mo  no  Initnd.  M l^tr•  tfw  umo  iptcoT 

CnicM  HobM.  TMt  dorinXion  thould  not  Indud*  Vx  usumptlon  ttxt  doitnjcUon  or  modiflcotlon 
VotMd  tituM  M t rtducllon  of  0<o  popultlions*.  This  msy  or  msy  not  bo  trvio  Mopondti^  on  Iho 
ipodot.  td|octni  htbtlst  snd  odopiibility. 

Hozoidous  Maloiiol:  Tho  lost  sontcnco  should  bo  dslritd  in  Its  tnliroty.  Subsisncos  that  aro  loate. 
igniubtc.  corrosivs  or  radioadiva  in  an  amount  lo  bo  considertd  haiaidous  In  conain  drcumstanoos 
may  not  bo  considarod  hazanlous  m a difitrtnl  amount  or  in  difftranl  ciicumstancos. 

Multpit  Uso  Wanagtmoni:  This  plan  as  drafted  does  not  fulfill  the  looulremenl  ot  'the  oombinalion 
best  meeting  the  presonl  and  future  needs  of  the  Amencan  people.* 

Thrtatened  Spedes:  Naturally  occurring  fadors  should  not  be  considered  In  the  determination  of 
Mirealened  spedes.  That  is  nature 


Cloilna 

AKCO  Permian  appredaies  the  opportunity  lo  continue  to  parlidpate  In  this  process.  We  plan  to  bo 
In  southeast  New  Mexico  as  an  oil  and  gas  operslor  in  the  foreseeable  future  The  imptemenlalion  of 
the  Resource  Management  Plan  will  be  a factor  in  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  dedsions. 


112>142  Refer  to  response  156-13. 

112-143  Positive  impacts,  such  as  estimates  of 
reclamation,  were  included  in  Appendix  18,  when 
appropriate.  To  an  extent,  the  determination  of 
whether  an  assumption  is  positive  or  negative  depends 
on  the  outlook  of  the  reader.  As  stated  at  the 
beginning  of  Chapter  4 in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS, 
priinimai  or  insignificant  impacts  are  not  specificaily 
addressed.  When  reiating  the  magnitude  of  some 
impacts,  such  as  surface  disturbance,  with  other 
impacts  that  are  seen  as  beneficiai,  the  beneficial 
impacts  have  not  been  discussed  because  they  are 
minimai  or  insignificant,  in  terms  of  the  socio- 
economic sections,  we  did  not  estabiish  a set  of 
assumptions,  because  the  analysis  was  based 
primarily  on  finite  data  gathered  from  other  sources 
rather  than  on  estimates. 

112-144  The  term  community  is  an  ecological  concept 
very  simply  defined  as  an  assembiage  of  animai  and 
plant  species  occurring  together  in  a particular  area. 
A community  embraces  only  a set  of  interacting 
organisms,  and  concerns  itself  only  with  biotic 
relationships.  Ail  species  in  the  same  area  have  some 
type  of  interaction  with  another,  some  of  which  we  do 
not  quite  understand  or  even  know  about.  We  are 
using  the  term  as  a functionai  unit,  described  in  terms 
of  its  unique  characteristics  which  can  be  illustrated  by 
relationships.  For  exampie,  the  shinnery  oak/dune 
community  type  is  a unique  assemblage  of  plants  and 
animals  functioning  in  some  fashion. 


112-145  Cruciai  habitat  can  be  further  clarified  by 
relating  this  designation  to  a species  (or  group  of 
species)  of  concern.  For  example,  crucial  habitat  for 
iesser  prairie  chicken  would  be  the  shinnery 
oak/sandhilis  country.  Destruction  or  adverse 
modification  of  habitat  for  the  prairie  chicken  would 
lead  to  a decline  in  population,  as  evidenced  regionaliy 
in  Texas,  Oklahoma  and  Colorado.  The  term  will  be 
clarified  to  reflect  this  species  focus  and  the  unique 
habitat  requirements  needed  by  the  species  of 
concern,  it  can  then  be  assumed  that  protection  or 
expansion  of  cruciai  habitat  would  lead  to  increased 
popuiation.  Of  course,  this  cannot  be  wholiy  true 
either  as  there  are  many  biotic  and  abiotic  factors 
affecting  popuiations.  This  term  is  used  to  identify 
what  habitat  type  or  portion  of  a habitat  is  important  in 
wildlife  management. 


112-146  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  Refer  to  Table  34. 
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112-147  In  the  context  of  this  definition,  a species  is 
already  designated  as  threatened.  The  possibility  of 
a species  being  elevated  to  endangered  status  would 
result  from  the  five  factors  listed,  including  natural 
factors  which  could  further  contribute  to  habitat  loss  or 
direct  loss  of  animals  or  plants.  If  this  were  to 
happen,  the  species  would  be  more  imperiled,  not 
less,  and  its  status  elevated,  unless  the  natural  event 
led  to  its  extinction. 
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March  1.  1995 


Mr.  David  Stout 
RMP/EIS  Taav.  Leader 
BLM-Roswell  Dlftrict  Office 
1717  W.  2rMS  Street 
Roa%)«ll«  m 98201 

Dear  Mr.  Scout. 

Thla  letter  la  for  the  purpose  of  coinnenting  on  Appendix  10 
(lands  Identified  for  disposal)  contained  In  the  Draft  Resource 
Mar.agerent  Plan  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  Attached  is  a 
listing  of  legal  descriptions  covering  approximately  30.435  acres 
in  Lincoln.  Guadalupe  and  De  Baca  Counties  that  we  would  lilce 
added  to  the  acreage  considered  for  disposal  for  the  indicated 
ranchers . 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration  in  inaking  the  attached  additions 
to  your  acreage  ^nsidered  for  disposal. 


/dg 


113-1  We  addressed  the  parcels  of  public  land  you 
nominated  for  addition  to  our  list  of  lands  that  may  be 
suitable  for  consideration  for  disposal,  as  follows: 

The  following  parcels  have  been  added  to  Appendix 
10,  the  list  of  lands  that  may  be  suitable  for 
consideration  for  disposal. 

Lincoln  County 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  22:  Lot  1;  41.57  acres; 

Lot  4;  36.45  acres; 

Lot  6;  40.71  acres; 

NE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  23:  W1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  34:  Lot  1;  39.11  acres; 

Lot  2;  40.74  acres 

T13S,  R20E,  Section  3:  Lot  5:  24.97  acres; 
W1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres 
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De  Baca  County 

T01S,  R22E,  Section  5:  Lot  4;  41.30  acres; 
SW1/4NE1/4:  40.00  acres 

T03S,  R21E,  Section  10:  N1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T03S,R22E,  Section  9:  SW1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T03S,  R22E,  Section  10:  N1/2;  320.00  acres; 
SW1/4;  160.00  acres; 

N1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T03S,  R22E,  Section  11:  NE1/4;  160.00  acres; 
SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

N1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T03S,  R22E,  Section  12:  SW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 
NW1/4;  160.00  acres; 

NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T03S,  R22E,  Section  13:  SE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 
N1/2S1/2;  160.00  acres 

T03S,  R22E,  Section  14:  N1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 
NW1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T03S,  R22E,  Section  15:  N1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 
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T03S,  R23E,  Section  7:  S1/2;  320.00  acres 
T01N,  R20E,  Section  33:  All:  640.00  acres 
T01N,  R22E,  Section  7:  S1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 
T01N,  R22E,  Section  11:  W1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres 
Guadalupe  County 

T05N,  R19E,  Section  3:  Lot  1;  39.23  acres; 

Lot  2;  39.28  acres; 

Lot  3;  39.34  acres; 

Lot  4;  39.39  acres; 

S1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres; 

SI/2;  320.00  acres 

T05N,  R19E,  Section  4:  Lot  1;  39.41  acres; 

Lot  2;  39.38  acres; 

S1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T05N,  R19E,  Section  7:  Lot  3;  38.00  acres; 

Lot  4;  38.00  acres; 

E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4;  160.00  acres 

T05N,  R19E,  Section  8:  SE1/4;  160.00  acres 
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T05N,  R19E,  Section  9:  NW1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 
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T05N,  R19E,  Section  18:  NE1/4;  160.00  acres; 
E1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

N1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T06N,  R19E,  Section  4:  S1/2S1/2;  160.00  acres 

TOON.  R19E,  Section  9:  N1/2;  320.00  acres 

TOON,  R19E,  Section  17:  NE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 
W1/2E1/2;  160.00  acres; 

W1/2;  320.00  acres; 

SE1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

TOON,  R19E,  Section  18:  Lot  1;  37.80  acres; 

Lot  2;  37.98  acres; 

Lot  3;  37.66  acres; 

Lot  4;  37.69  acres; 

El/2;  320.00  acres; 

E1/2W1/2;  160.00  acres 

TOON,  R19E,  Section  21:  E1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 
NW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 

W1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres 

T06N,  R19E,  Section  27:  NE1/4;  160.00  acres; 
N1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 
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T06N,  R19E,  Section  28:  N1/2;  320.00  acres; 
E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

NW1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T06N,  R19E,  Section  29:  All;  640.00  acres 

TOON.  R20E,  Section  23:  NE1/4;  160.00  acres 

TOON,  R20E,  Section  31:  SW1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

TOON,  R23E,  Section  18:  Lot  3;  38.98  acres; 

Lot  4;  38.86  acres; 

S1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

N1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T07N,  R19E,  Section  35:  W1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NE1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T07N,  R25E,  Section  24:  SE1/4;  160.00  acres 

T07N,  R26E,  Section  30:  Lot  1;  36.45  acres 
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The  following  parcels  were  reviewed  and  determined 
to  be  suitable  for  retention  in  public  ownership.  These 
parcels  have  not  be  added  to  Appendix  10. 

Lincoln  County 

TOSS,  R17E,  Section  25:  E1/2;  320.00  acres; 
E1/2W1/4;  160.00  acres 

TOSS,  R17E,  Section  26:  All;  640.00  acres 

TOSS,  R17E,  Section  27:  All;  640.00  acres 

TOSS,  R17E,  Section  28:  All;  640.00  acres 

TOSS,  R17E,  Section  33:  All;  640.00  acres 

TOSS,  R17E,  Section  34:  S1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

W1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4;  160.00  acres 

TOSS,  R17E,  Section  35:  S1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres; 
SI/2;  320.00  acres 

TOSS,  R18E,  Section  21:  All;  640.00  acres 
TOSS,  R18E,  Section  22:  All;  640.00  acres 
TOSS,  R18E,  Section  23:  All;  640.00  acres 
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TOSS,  R18E,  Section  25:  SW1/4SW1/4;  Not  Public 
Land 

TOSS,  R18E,  Section  26:  N1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres; 
SW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 

SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NE1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

TOSS,  R18E,  Section  27;  N1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres; 
S1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

S1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

NE1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

TOSS,  R18E,  Section  28:  N1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres; 
S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NE1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres; 

S1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

TOSS,  R18E,  Section  29:  NW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 
N1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 

S1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

NE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 
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TOSS,  R18E,  Section  30;  Lot  2;  40.71  acres; 

Lot  4;  40.59  acres; 

E1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

SE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

S1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

TOSS,  R18E,  Section  31:  Lot  2;  40.35  acres; 

Lot  3;  40.21  acres; 

Lot  4;  40.07  acres; 

S1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4;  160.00  acres 

TOSS,  R18E,  Section  33:  NE1/4;  160.00  acres; 
N1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

N1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

TOSS,  R18E,  Section  34:  SE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 
N1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SW1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

SE1/4;  160.00  acres 

TOSS,  R18E,  Section  35:  S1/2;  320.00  acres; 
S1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres; 

NE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres 
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T06S,  R18E,  Section  1:  Lot  5;  30.81  acres; 
Lot  6;  28.09  acres; 

Lot  7;  28.00  acres; 

Lot  8;  27.91  acres; 

Lot  9;  43.59  acres; 

Lot  10;  43.45  acres; 

Lot  1 1 ; 43.34  acres; 

SW1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 
S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SW1/4;  160.00  acres; 

W1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T06S,  R18E,  Section  2:  Lot  5;  32.52  acres; 
Lot  6;  32.23  acres; 

Lot  7;  31.95  acres; 

Lot  8;  31 .66  acres 

T06S,  R18E,  Section  3:  Lot  3;  36.95  acres; 
Lot  7;  30.56  acres; 

N1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres 
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T06S,  R18E,  Section  10:  Lot  1;  43.14  acres; 
Lot  2;  43.12  acres; 

Lot  3;  43.12  acres; 

Lot  4;  43.10  acres; 

SE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 
NE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 
N1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T06S,  R18E,  Section  11:  Lot  1;  42.75  acres; 
Lot  2;  42.05  acres; 

TR  44;  483.40  acres 

T06S,  R18E,  Section  12:  Lot  1;  43.40  acres; 
Lot  2;  38.82  acres; 

Lot  3;  35.95  acres; 

Lot  4;  33.08  acres; 

Lot  5;  30.10  acres; 

W1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 

N1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

N1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres 

T06S,  R18E,  Section  13:  El/2;  320.00  acres; 
NW1/4;  160.00  acres; 

N1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T06S,  R18E,  Section  14;  W1/2;  20.00  acres; 
NE1/4;  160.00  acres; 

N1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 


T06S,  R18E,  Section  15:  W1/2;  320.00  acres 


T03S,  R19E,  Section  23:  All;  640.00  acres 

T04S,  R19E,  Section  13;  El/2;  320.00  acres; 
E1/2W1/2;  160.00  acres; 

W1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres 


T06S,  R19E,  Section  1:  Lot  1;  31.87  acres; 
Lot  2;  32.01  acres; 

Lot  3;  32.15  acres; 

Lot  4;  32.29  acres; 

SI/2;  320.00  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  3;  Lot  1;  32.76  acres; 
Lot  2;  32.85  acres; 

Lot  3;  32.94  acres; 

Lot  4;  33.01  acres; 

SI/2;  320.00  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  4:  Lot  3;  33.33  acres; 
Lot  4;  33.45  acres 
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T06S,  R19E,  Section  5:  Lot  1;  33.46  acres; 

Lot  2;  33.80  acres; 

Lot  3;  33.69  acres; 

Lot  4;  33.82  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  6:  Lot  1;  33.98  acres; 

Lot  2;  34.10  acres; 

Lot  3;  34.22  acres; 

Lot  4;  43.42  acres; 

Lot  5;  50.52  acres; 

Lot  6;  50.49  acres; 

E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  7:  Lot  1;  50.46  acres; 

Lot  2;  50.42  acres; 

Lot  4;  50.34  acres; 

SE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

S1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  8:  S1/2S1/2;  160.00  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  10:  All;  640.00  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  12:  All;  640.00  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  13:  W1/2W1/2;  160.00  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  14:  N1/2;  320.00  acres; 
N1/2S1/2;  160.00  acres; 

S1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SW1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  15:  All;  640.00  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  17:  N1/2;  320.00  acres; 
NE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

N1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres; 

Lot  1 ; 50.33  acres 

T06S,  R19E,  Section  18:  N1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 
SE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  1:  Lot  9;  38.69  acres; 

Lot  10;  38.43  acres 
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T12S,  R20E,  Section  3:  Lot  5;  16.03  acres; 

Lot  6;  16.79  acres; 

Lot  7;  16.93  acres; 

Lot  8;  17.07  acres; 

Lot  9;  38.50  acres; 

Lot  10;  38.50  acres; 

Lot  1 1 ; 39.97  acres; 

Lot  12;  39.90  acres; 

Lot  13;  39.82  acres; 

Lot  14;  38.82  acres; 

SW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 

S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

N1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

NW1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  10:  Lot  1;  1.25  acres; 

TR  49;  320.00  acres; 

TR  50;  324.94  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  14:  SW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  15:  Lot  5;  39.39  acres; 

Lot  6;  38.17  acres; 

E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4;  160.00  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  17:  Lot  1;  39.88  acres; 
NW1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 

S1/2NE1/4;  80.00  acres; 

NW1/4;  160.00  acres; 

SI/2;  320.00  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  18:  Lot  5;  41.65  acres; 

Lot  6;  40.27  acres; 

NE1/4;  160.00  acres; 

SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

N1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  19:  Lot  5;  41.29  acres; 

Lot  6;  40.55  acres; 

TR  46;  270.55  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  20:  Lot  1;  41.02  acres; 

Lot  2;  40.69  acres; 

Lot  3;  40.16  acres; 

Lot  4;  37.62  acres; 

Lot  5;  38.64  acres; 

Lot  6;  41 .20  acres; 

Lot  8;  42.78  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  21:  Lot  7;  41.39  acres; 

Lot  8;  41 .56  acres; 

S1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres 


1-269 


T12S,  R20E,  Section  29:  Lot  1;  43.02  acres; 

Lot  2;  43.39  acres; 

Lot  3;  38.91  acres; 

Lot  4;  37.42  acres; 

Lot  6;  39.40  acres; 

Lot  7;  39.97  acres; 

NE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

SE1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  30:  Lot  5;  37.89  acres; 

Lot  6;  32.80  acres; 

Lot  7;  34.95  acres; 

Lot  9;  40.77  acres; 

Lot  10;  40.99  acres; 

Lot  11;  36.78  acres; 

Lot  12;  39.08  acres; 

NE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres; 

SE1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  31:  Lot  7;  40.00  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  32:  Lot  1;  1.80  acres; 

Lot  2;  3.00  acres; 

Lot  3;  2.40  acres 

T12S,  R20E,  Section  33:  Lot  3;  38.76  acres; 

Lot  4;  38.82  acres; 

Lot  5;  38.81  acres; 

Lot  6;  38.82  acres; 

Lot  7;  38.82  acres; 

NE1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NW1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 
\ 

T13S,  R20E,  Section  4:  Lot  5;  24.74  acres; 

Lot  6;  25.13  acres; 

N1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres 

T13S,  R20E,  Section  5:  Lot  5;  24.50  acres; 

Lot  6;  24.25  acres; 

Lot  7;  24.29  acres; 

Lot  8;  24.10  acres; 

N1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres 

T13S,  R20E,  Section  6:  Lot  11;  Not  Public  Land 
T13S,  R20E,  Section  8:  NE1/4NE1/4;  40.00  acres 
T13S,  R20E,  Section  9:  NW1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres 
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Chaves  County 

T04S,  R20E,  Section  17:  All;  640.00  acres 

T04S,  R20E,  Section  18:  Lot  1;  19.45  acres; 
Lot  2;  40.00  acres; 

Lot  3;  40.00  acres; 

Lot  4;  40.00  acres; 

Lot  5;  40.00  acres; 

Lot  6;  19.30  acres; 

Lot  7;  19.34  acres; 

Lot  8;  40.00  acres; 

Lot  9;  40.00  acres; 

Lot  10;  40.00  acres; 

Lot  1 1 ; 40.00  acres; 

Lot  12;  19.75  acres; 

El/2;  320.00  acres 

De  Baca  County 

T03S,  R22E,  Section  3.  Lot  1;  39.97  acres; 
Lot  2;  39.99  acres; 

Lot  3;  40.01  acres; 

Lot  4;  40.03  acres; 

S1/2N1/2;  160.00  acres; 

SI/2;  320.00  acres 

T03S,  R21E,  Section  4:  Lot  4;  40.14  acres; 
SW1/4NW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

SI/2;  320.00  acres 

T03S,  R21E,  Section  9:  N1/2;  320.00  acres 
T03S,  R21E,  Section  12:  All:  640.00  acres 
T03S,  R21E,  Section  14:  All;  640.00  acres 
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114-1  Refer  to  response  65-8. 


114-2  The  various  tables  in  Chapter  2 and  Appendix 
3 in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  list  the  estimates  of 
acres  affected  by  various  use  restrictions.  The 
disclosures  are  as  complete  and  accurate  as  we  can 
make  them. 


>6^<_ 
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114-3  You  are  mistaken  in  your  conclusion  that  our 
proposals  would  result  in  no  grazing  or  no  oil  and  gas 
development.  Refer  to  the  tables  and  text  in  Chapter 
2 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS.  Also,  refer  to 
responses  65-3  and  75-3  relative  to  livestock  grazing 
and  to  responses  29-40  and  93-3  regarding  oil  and 
gas  leasing. 

114-4  With  regard  to  the  comment  on  fencing,  refer  to 
responses  28-28,  46-1 , 73-4,  and  89-7. 

114-5  Definitions  of  "significant  cave"  and  "significant 
karst"  have  been  added  to  the  Glossary.  Refer  to 
Table  34  and  the  Glossary. 

114-6  We  are  unsure  which  part  of  the 
Riparian/Wetland  and  Playa  Lake  Management  section 
would  be  considered  "overeaching  bounds  with  water 
rights  and  New  Mexico  water  law."  The  actions 
proposed  are  intended  to  protect  surface  values  by 
managing  the  federal  surface,  and.  In  some  cases,  the 
management  of  the  federal  mineral  estate.  Protection 
of  surface  values  is  not  necessarily  related  to 
ownership  of  water  rights. 
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114-7  Refer  to  responses  28-28,  46-1,  73-4,  and 
89-7. 


114-8  Refer  to  response  70-2. 


114-9  Refer  to  the  discussions  of  socio-economic 
impacts  in  Chapter  4. 


114-10  Refer  to  the  discussions  of  socio-economic 
impacts  in  Chapter  4. 

114-11  Refer  to  responses  29-7,  39-2,  and  53-7. 

114-12  Various  laws  (especially  FLPMA)  and 
regulations  authorize  the  BLM  to  establish  and 
manage  special  management  areas,  such  as  ACECs. 
Congress  has  reserved  to  itself  the  designation  of 
certain  areas,  such  as  wilderness  and  national  parks. 
The  designation  of  other  areas  has  been  delegated  to 
land  management  agencies.  The  designation  and 
management  of  those  areas  does  not  circumvent 
Congress  or  usurp  Congressional  authority.  Also, 
refer  to  response  39-3. 

114-13  Refer  to  responses  50-3  and  89-4. 
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TRANSCRIPTION 


114 


CoBUBcnt*  for  2-26-95 

Roswell  and  Carlsbad  draft 

RXP/EIS 

Main  coaunents  will  be  handed  in  by  oil  and  gas  industry.  This 
document  was  written  in  conjunction  with  the  livestock  producers. 

Chapter  I-  Page  15-  Managing  private  land  on  surface  use.  You  are 
over-stepping  your  bounds  on  private  property  and  New  Mexico  State 
Lands  I 

Chapter  2-  Management  Common  to  all  alternatives,  and  (preferred) 
alternative  E.  The  language  in  these  sections  are  the  same  as  rest 
of  book.  BLM  has  put  out  misinformation  on  how  much  land  will  be 
taken  out.  Examples  are  threatend  and  endangered  species,  riparian 
areas,  ACECs,  and  big  game  habitat.  Also  seasonal  graiing. 

There  is  no  definement  of  what  will  happen  in  these  categories.  If 
you  implemented  all  what  is  suggested,  these  two  categories  are 
almost  the  same  as  no  drilling  or  grazing. 

Chapter  2-  Page  20-  Big  game  habitat  status.  Fencing  should  be  done 
under  New  Mexico  State  fencing  law.  Also  range  conditions  should  be 
put  in  place  of  desired  plant  community. 

Chapter  2-  Page  175-  Cave  fc  Karst  To  significant  not  defined. 
Language  reads  It  could  include  every  sinkhole  or  crack  in  ground. 

Chapter  2-  Page  183-  Riparian/Wetland  Plaza  Lake  Management.  Over 
reaching  bounds  with  water  rights  and  New  Mexico  water  law. 

General  commments-  BLM  fencing  regulations  are  not  sufficent  to 
control  livestock. 

Economic  analysis  very  weak  page  71  chapter  4.  Dollar  numbers  are 
misleading  under  livestock  grazing  makes  it  sound  that  grazing 
industry  pays  a miniscule  amount.  Daries  and  fcedlots  should  not  be 
incorperated. 

Questions-  what  financial  burdens  will  be  put  on  industries  if  all 
is  implemented? 

How  much  cost  to  the  counties  tax  base. 

How  such  is  the  cost  to  taxpayers  to  implement  this  RMP/EIS. 


^ conqr.*«  on  «p«cl«l  otatua  such 
aa  Hational  Parka  act.  Adainiatrattva  ra^ulatlona  aacaa  to  ba 
clrcuavantlnq  Conqraaa. 

•'••/ollowlnq  Taylor  Crating  Act,  which  vaa 
written  to  atabllixa  tha  livaatock  induatry,  not  da-atabiliza. 

Alternativa  T haa  baan  written  which  covara  aora  concarna  than  this 
ST;gr.“.'  ^ aa  ay  cona.nt.  in 


/»/ 


Thank  You 
Lawis  Darrick 
Vica  Chairman 

Federal  t Private  Land*  Commitee 
New  Mexico  Cattle  Grower*  ASS. 
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IS  Cedar  Drive 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  IS201 
March  I.  1995 


Mr  David  Stout 
RMP-TIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1717  West  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  SS201 


115 

941401 


HAND  DELIVIRED 


Dear  Mr  Stout 

We  anended  the  recent  meeting  of  environmentalists  at  your  agency  on  February  18,  1995  and 
were  both  encouraged  and  distressed  by  much  of  what  we  heard  We  subsequently  studied  the 
6ve  proposed  alternatives  as  presented  in  the  September,  1994  ROSWELL  RESOURCE  AREA 
DRAFT  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT, 
and  want  to  cite  Atemative  B as  our  choice  of  planning  options  for  the  BLM 


Since  we  are  particularly  opposed  to  the  excessive  demands  made  by  the  oil  and  gas  industry,  we 
feel  that  a line  must  be  drawn  now  to  prevent  more  irrevocable  damage  to  the  environment  in  (his 
quadrant  of  the  state  Furthermore,  we  arc  appalled  by  man’s  steady  encroachment  into  wildlife 
habitats  for  selhsh  reasons,  cenainly,  as  noted  at  the  BLM  meeting,  there  are  limits  to  growth  and 
human  intrusion  into  those  areas  that  you  administer  and  these  limits  must  be  recognized 


We  direct  you  to  the  following  specific  concerns 


1 


1 We  ask  the  BLM  to  designate  changes  in  procedures  now  practiced 
by  the  Animal  Damage  Control  (ADC)  that  impress  us  as  being  both 
excessive  and  inhumane 


2 


2.  We  feel  that  1 SO  miles  of  water  pipeline,  et  al . are  too  intrusive  as  far 
as  wildlife  habitats  are  concerned  No  rancher  has  the  right  to  grouse 
about  predator  kills  if  he  cominuaDy  pushes  further  into  a dwindling 
wildlife  habitat  The  lines  against  unwarranted  invasion  of  existing 
wildlife  habitats  must  be  firmly  drawn 


3 


3 We  feel  that  the  Mescalcro  Sands  North  Dunes  OH\'  Aca  should  not 
be  enlarged  firom  610  to  1546  acres  Surely,  the  current  "playground”'* 
almost  twice  u large  as  the  principality  of  Monaco**is  big  enough  to 
handle  the  recreation  needs  of  a Je»  individuals  who  like  to  use  the  area 


115-1  The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture's  Animal 
and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service  (APHIS)  is 
responsible,  under  the  Animal  Damage  Control  Act  of 
March  2,  1931,  as  amended,  for  evaluating  and 
determining  ADC  control  techniques  to  be  employed, 
for  conducting  forest  and  range  animal  damage 
research,  and  for  conducting  control  activities. 

115-2  During  the  planning  of  range  projects,  the  BLM 
develops  site-  specific  environmental  assessments. 
Wildlife  habitat  concerns  are  among  the  topics 
addressed  and  evaluated  in  the  assessments. 


Page: 

Please,  don't  encourage  moee'!' 

4 We  strongly  support  Alternative  B's  400-meter-radius  NSO  around 
areas  of  critical  concern  to  flora  and  fauna,  as  well  as  Alternative  B's 
200-meter-radius  NSO  around  dune-sagebrush-liaard  habitat 

5 We  favor  nature  trails  like  the  one  proposed  over  to  Little  Black  Peak  in 
the  Malpais  near  Carnroco,  but  prefer  that  such  trails  provide  direct 
access  and  do  not  meander  unduly  through  pristine  areas,  which  would, 
in  the  end,  compromise  the  integrity  of  the  area 

Finally,  wt  commend  the  BLM  for  its  efforts  toward  greater  cave  protection  in  southern  New 
MexjM,  and  for  the  proposed  restrictions  on  the  oil  and  gas  industry  We  understand  and 
empathire  with  the  problems  you  encounter  on  a daily  basis  and  want  you  to  know  that  all 
individuals  are  not  motivated  by  the  profit  motive  in  this  area  Many  of  us  are  willing  to  listen, 
weigh  the  evidence,  consider  the  future  ramifications  of  an  unjust  or  wrongful  icUO^  and  then 
work  toward  the  greatest  good  for  all  of  us 

Good  luck,  and  please  keep  us  informed 

Sincerely. 

r~y 

ftlrs  pon  Watson) 

(Mr  Lyndon  Watson) 


115-3  The  proposal  to  enlarge  the  Mescalero  Sands 
OHV  area  is  based  on  the  need  to  enhance 
management  of  the  area  and  resolve  two  management 
issues.  (1)  The  area's  present  boundary  fence  is 
constructed  over  existing  dunes.  The  maintenance  of 
the  fence  is  costly  and  time  consuming.  With  the 
expansion  of  the  OHV  area,  we  would  build  a 
boundary  fence  away  from  the  dunes  on  flat  lands 
where  the  fence  can  be  easily  maintained  and  marked. 
(2)  There  have  been  numerous  situations  of  trespass 
with  OHVs  traveling  out  of  the  OHV  area  onto  private 
and  undesignated  public  lands,  creating  new  trails,  and 
disturbing  wildlife  and  cattle.  This  is  due  partly  to 
fences  being  down  or  covered  by  dunes. 
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115.1  No  Response  Needed 


Mr.  DiwM  Stouf' 

RMP/EIS  Tawn  Lsader 
Buraau  o(  Land  Managamant 
RoaweD  Oiatiict  Offlca 
1717  We»(  2nd  Street 
RoswaK.  NM  .88201 

Dear  Mr  Stout 


Please  be  advised  that  Eaoo  Company.  U S A wil  be  submitting  specific  commenta 
on  the  Carlsbad/Rotwal  ORMP/EIS  by  Marcn  15.  1065. 

My  address  in  Houston  is 

Eaon  Company,  USA 
POB2180 

Houston,  TX  77252-2180 

Feel  free  to  cad  me  at  713-858-0205  if  you  have  any  questionf.  Thanksll 


116 


171?  W 2nd  St 
RofwdlNM  S5201 


Tr^AimiO£4  vU  /ocfimO* 


Dear  Mr  Stout 

ChoTOD  U-S-A.  ProductioQ  Company  apprtcifttes  the  oppomioity  lo  eomraen  on  tbe  drift 
RoswcU  tod  C&rlibtd  Resourtc  Mtot^cmcni  Plans.  CboTOO  is  a major  oU  lod  £ts  operator  is 
Nr«  Mexico  aod  has  an  active  mtereat  ia  both  the  ecoocmic  aod  envvQan>eQtt]  hctjth 

of  Soutbcait  New  Meanco. 

Cbrvroo  ii  a member  of  the  New  Mesoco  Oil  and  Oas  Association,  aod  supports  NMOCA't 
oofoioi  efforts  to  prepare  an  aRemaie  Manii^emeai  Plan.  We  havt  dc!ay«i  completion  of  om 
ootnmeou  perxliag  tbe  oompletkm  of  the  NMOCA-IPaKM  PMP  SubcOTimjQec  cemmeots  aod 
proposals.  We  appreciate  6LM*s  recent  afreemesi  with  mdurtry  lO  recogninoo  of  tbs  effort  m 
receive  tupplemeoial  comments  od  or  before  March  15. 1995-  We  submit  ie  following  gtocral 
and  specific  comments  oo  tbe  draft  plans,  and  may  offer  lupplementai  coremaois  before  March 
15.  1995. 

General  Commeats  — Cor-rtot  Managrmeot  AJieraatrvc  A 
Chevron  has.  for  decades,  bceo  a responsible  partcipaci  with  tbe  BLM  in  ‘he  balanced 
managuneol  of  public  lands  tod  resources,  oo  tbe  basis  of  multiple  use  tnd  rustained  yield.  This 
balance,  has  generally  been  well  ovuntainod  in  Southeast  New  Mexico,  yteldm|  a succe&sfiil  oil 
and  gas  industry,  a beahby  ecooomy  aod  a beahb)  eDvironmem.  Cbrvroo  believtt  that  Current 
Managemenl  Aheroative  A,  under  the  existing  RnswcU  Distnet  Envirotuneniil  Analysis  and 
RM?.  is  the  preferrod  altemahve  to  maintain  tbe  balance  of  multiple  use  aod  sustained  yield 
AltemaONt  A addresses  key  elements  of  envuoomcnta]  ounagnseryt  such  as  r.rface  ocoupanc) . 
wildbfe  management  and  cave  and  kant  area  protection,  oo  a case>by<ase  basis  and  by 
coo&Dued  use  of  exiftiog  policies  and  proceduma 

Spedfle  Comments 

Tbs  discussion  addresses  several  subject  areas  common  to  all  rrunagerDCs:  altemahvea,  aod 
identifies  problems  and  soluboos  w-beb  >oould  be  addressed  in  any  resource  plarmiog  revtiioo  to 
improve  management  of  oJ  and  gas  resources 
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• C*v*%inci  ■ Ptopojcd  fcTirictiooj,  p«rticul«)y  ia  Ahcnuavt  B.  oouM  tuvt  t BgiuficaB 
im{»cl  ilut  to  ih<  large  areas  iavoNtd  lajunry  has  esubliihcd  a teconl  of  abihly  to  saftly  drill 
ia  these  areas  Proposed  costly  tequlmnentt  for  special  t&ooitonag,  bradenhead  tajtiag.  and 
forced  plugging  are  caccasive  and  should  be  eUminatad.  The  bmiutlon  of  400  tnetm  ftosn 
eaisnng  caves  and  cave  mouths  seenu  excessive,  the  cuneot  200  metes  limit  would  appear 
sufficient 

• Steep  Slopes  • Prohlbitin|  surface  occupancy  on  skpee  of  lOS  or  more  would  have  (be  efleci  of 

denyirsf  opeietoo  the  right  to  develop  soma  leases  'With  tue  of  soil  erosion  control  ad 
stabilization  nsetbods,  the  30H  tnaximom  slope  (alleisativc  C)  shoald  provide  ,oi] 

pcotoctioo  and  ia  prefeoed. 

• No  Strrface  Occapaacy  ■ Rcstrictioas  would  apply  to  numesous  areas  including  the  Pocos 
Rjvet,  and  apply  to  new  acdvicy  on  existiog  leases  as  well  as  oew  leaset;  dlis  would  effectively 
prohibil  devtloptpeoi  of  certain  leases.  Other  less  otclusive  options,  such  as  soil  erosion 
oonirol,  noise  tbttemeot,  tod  bdico|Xei-bfted  drilling  tip  should  be  cooadoed  first. 

• Cbtod  te  Leasing  - Approximately  S00,000  seres  have  ilieadybecss  closed  to  leasing  Weoe 

opposed  to  esy  fimbet  withdrawals,  because  this  is  an  aedve  oil  aiad  gas  area  atd  wO]  coniintsc 
in  be  so  for  the  foieaecable  focurt.  We  believe  that  other  eoviroomeotal  protection 
such  es  eoil  ptotectioo  and  noise  ibtlement  base  proven  successful  md  should  be  considend 
before  areas  ate  closed  to  leasiog  We  also  believe  that  the  rKgative  impect  in  the  Carlsbad 
Rtaoutce  Area  could  be  tignificanlly  grerdet  than  the  106  wcQi  jg  the  draft  plan  ovat 

the  next  20  years,  due  to  the  incteasini  oil  and  gat  activity  and  pomatial  further  closinp. 

a Sirface  Ck  and  Occupancy  Re^alrtBcaU- The  taoei  slgnifScein  proposed  dcpartiee  from 

cunent  tnaDagemenI  is  the  expansion  of  broad  suifaca  use  raquiiemcnta  CimeeX  managemBa 
icquirenieots,  for  areas  in  which  turfocc  use  and  occupatvey  restrictions  ate  occessary,  ne 
imposed  through  numerous  tilc-tpccific  stipulations  (table  21).  Ahemativei  B-E  attempt 
imifocm  appUcezion  of  Surfoce  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements  (ipp.  3)  oo  viftually  all 
acreage  in  the  Managemenl  Area  The  applicatioo  of  reasonable  gctvaral  standards  would  be 
beneficial  if  different  locatioos  and  situations  could  be  treated  tirmlarly.  Clavroo  believes, 
however,  thtt  noexls  for  environmental  protection  ire  often  very  different  emoog  venous  leases, 
requiring  casc-by-case  fleidbiltty  in  surface  resoictiota.  As  a result,  we  are  opposed  to  the 
broad  application  of  the  proposed  Suifkc  Uk  and  Occupancy  Requirements. 

The  proposed  requiremoots  expend  sevcnl  suifooe  Umitatiooi  from  200  to  400  meten,  400 
fficten  (approxunasely  a quarter  of  a mile)  ia  excessive  and  could  eoaily  prabi'bii  devolopmenl  of 
leiuca.  Noise  abatement  and  erosion  oontrol  measures  can  be  utilized  cffoctivaly  to  mrtigare 
surface  disturbances.  A distance  limit  of ‘hip  to  200  mctixs  as  necessary  to  peotoct  resources^ 
for  sensitive  areas  ia  reasonable  and  would  avoid  unnecessary  “de  facto  witbdnwaT  of 
resources. 

• Rralrle  Chicken  H abltat,  Carlsbad  Raaoaree  Area  • Prairie  chicken  habitat  timing  restrictions 
have  been  expanded  dgniBcanlly;  these  treat  abotild  act  preclude  oil  aad  gat  operttioeia  aid 
grazing  of  livestock.  The  existing  timing  restrictions  on  oil  and  gas  operations  should  not  be 
expandod,  should  be  limitod  lo  an  area  around  a imown  inhabited  site,  and  be  btied  on  proven 
Kiestific  evidence  lhal  luch  operitioos  negatively  impact  (be  spedes  The  ptotcctad  vet  and 
itipulatioos  should  be  reduced  i^on  eviderxa  iba  the  chicken  population  is  inaeasiiii.  The 


116-1  We  are  not  proposing  a use  limitation  of  400- 
meters  from  caves.  The  400  meter  setback  was 
considered  as  an  alternative.  Our  proposal 
(Alternative  E)  is  to  employ  a setback  of  up  to  200 
meters,  which  you  suggest  is  sufficient.  The  other 
special  requirements  proposed  are  appropriate  to 
protect  cave  and  karst  resources  in  accordance  with 
the  Federal  Cave  Resources  Protection  Act  of  1988. 

116-2  With  regard  to  the  amount  of  land  closed  to 
leasing,  refer  to  responses  29-40,  53-1,  65-8,  and  93- 
3.  With  regard  to  the  number  of  wells  that  would  be 
affected  by  no  leasing,  the  estimates  were  derived 
from  actual  well  counts  based  on  drilling  history  for  the 
period  1975-1992.  These  numbers  were  used  to 
project  future  oil  and  gas  activity  for  a 20-year  period. 
The  number  of  wells  that  would  be  negatively 
impacted  by  leasing  closures  was  derived  using  the 
projection  of  wells  drilled  and  the  total  percentage  of 
land  proposed  to  be  closed  in  high  oil  and  gas 
potential  areas.  We  received  no  data  from  the  public 
that  shows  our  estimates  are  in  error;  we  stand  by 
these  figures. 

116-3  The  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements 
are  not  intended  to  be  applied  to  every  acre  in  the 
Roswell  District.  The  intent  is  to  use  them  when 
needed  to  mitigate  impacts  to  identified  resources. 
The  tables  in  Appendix  3 contain  estimates  of 
acreages  that  could  be  affected  by  application  of  the 
requirements.  The  purpose  of  providing  acreage 
figures  was  to  aid  in  the  comparison  of  impacts 
between  the  alternatives.  That  has  led  some 
reviewers  to  draw  wrong  conclusions.  As  is  stated  in 
the  notes  to  the  tables,  the  acreages  shown  are  not 
additive  and  they  are  maximum  estimates;  actual 
affected  acreage  is  expected  to  be  much  less  than 
shown.  The  requirements  also  include  criteria  for 
waiver  of  the  requirement.  The  use  of  the 
requirements  is  generally  predicated  on  case-by-case, 
site-specific  analysis.  Thus,  it  is  not  correct  to  say 
that  the  requirements  would  be  applied  in  a broad- 
brush manner. 

116-4  The  400-meter  setback  was  considered  in 
Alternative  B.  Our  Preferred  Alternative  proposes  a 
200-meter  setback.  Also,  refer  to  response  112-55. 

116-5  The  460,700  acre-figure  is  a disclosure  of 
approximately  how  many  acres  of  suitable  lesser 
prairie  chicken  habitat  are  located  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area,  for  purposes  of  analysis.  This 
acreage  is  being  surveyed  to  identify  any  active  lek 
sites  (booming  grounds)  or  nesting  areas.  When 
active  lek  sites  or  nesting  areas  are  located,  the  site- 
specific  protection  measures  proposed  in  Appendix  3 
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BLM  should  &oi  t&sume  thft  oil  ud  g&s  opertiions  advcnely  imptct  ftooTber  resource,  impacts 
must  be  ba^cd  on  evidence  lod  sciesfiBc  proof.  Livestock  gruiag.  oil  tod  gis,  tod  other 
beoeficial  uses  tre  genenlly  comptdble  vkith  the  eovimmest  tnd  oat  detnrooiul  to  the 
eco5ystem. 

• f ipelioet  'The  proposal  is  uDciear  as  to  whether  it  applies  to  water  iioea.  It  u coounoo  to  use 
fiberglass  ^iter  injoefioo  lines  across  BLM  laods  tbd  at  not  buried.  Since  the  dariviog  force  for 
this  proposal  appears  to  be  safet>\  requireirkenrs  should  specifically  exclude  uiUr  Uses,  which 
arc  not  a safety  hazard. 

• OHV  (Off  Highway  Vcblde)  rtstrlctioos  - This  proposal  limits  OKV's  lo  enstiAg  roads  and 
trails.  While  this  proposal  appears  to  be  aimed  it  recreadoosJ  usage,  requirements  should  insure 
continued  access  to  leases  ba^  on  opemional  needs,  e g to  dnvt  ROW's  acd  repair  pipeline 
leaks  awmy  from  w^U  and  banery  ates. 

• 100  Year  Floodplains  • Areas  tre  undefined  but  appear  to  cecter  around  the  Pecos  River  and  its 
tributaries.  These  areas  should  be  better  defined  and  audiorize  action  control  measures  as  a 
preferable,  reasonable  altemsdve  to  the  200  to  ^OO  meter  distance  limitation 

• Satpensioas  of  Operadou  - Suspension  of  Operahons  language  should  be  included  in  this 
plan,  and  in  any  lease  sdpula&OQS,  to  avoid  potential  lo«s  of  lease  situations  resulting  from 
compliance  with  mAnagenKo*.  restriedons  and  prohibidou 

• AJtcmatrve  t • (Preferred  by  the  BLM)  could  b<  sx^ported  if  the  fbOouini  change  made: 

0 Coj^Karsr  cUininale  special  monitoring,  bradeebaad  tests  tad  forced  phigging; 

0 L4SJ4r  Praiiii  ChicktAHe^on/Ncrowiis/Waitrshidj:  reduce  the  distance  limitatioo  to 
*hjp  to  200  meten  as  necessary  to  protect  rtsouicea*, 

0 Soli  Uer^gemifU.  increase  the  maxiinum  slope  allowed  to  30H  as  per  Ahemadve  C; 
d OHV  limhorionr.  access  to  leases  for  opaacional  needs  as  stated  above. 


Conclusion: 

ChoTon  USA.  believes  tha:  cuit«t  managcmeni  practices  effectively  balance  resource 
development  and  covironmectal  protccnoo.  We  urge  BLM  not  lo  expand  resource  protection  zones 
in  an  arbitrary  fashion,  Impose  broad  Surface  Occupancy  requirements  w>here  site  specific 
stipulacons  are  adequate,  and  to  recognize  the  need  for  reasotubte,  effective,  loog^tenn  resource 
mjLQJLgemein  on  New  Mexico  federal  lands 

Thank  you  for  considering  Chevron  s comments,  please  call  R.  J.  Sandilos  at  (713)  754*3079  if  you 
have  any  questions  or  wish  to  discuss  these  issues  further. 


J F.  NewVille 


would  be  applied.  While  those  measures  could  be 
applied  anywhere  within  the  460,700  acres  of  suitable 
habitat,  they  likely  would  be  applied  only  to  a small 
portion  of  the  area.  Exceptions  to  the  protection 
measures  area  discussed  in  Appendix  3. 

116-6  Refer  to  response  39-6. 

116-7  We  assume  you  are  referring  to  water  flowlines 
in  your  comment,  not  to  injection  lines  (even  though 
that  term  is  used),  which  are  high  pressure  lines.  We 
have  revised  the  pipeline  policy  and  would  not 
normally  require  water  flowlines  to  be  buried.  We 
would  required  the  burial  of  injection  lines,  because  of 
the  high  pressures  involved.  Refer  to  Table  34  and 
the  Proposed  Plan. 

116-8  Refer  to  responses  27-2  and  29-32. 

116-9  "One  hundred-year  floodplain"  is  defined  in  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  glossary.  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Maps 
and  Flood  Hazard  Boundary  Maps  published  by  the 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  are  used  as 
the  basis  for  determining  the  one  hundred-year 
floodplain  (43  CFR  6030,  Floodplain  Management 
Guidelines  for  Implementing  Executive  order  11988). 
Where  map  coverage  does  not  exist,  the  best 
available  information  will  be  used.  As  stated  in 
Appendix  3 of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  under  Alternative  E 
(Preferred  Alternative),  exceptions  to  the  No  Surface 
Occupancy  restriction  could  be  considered  on  a case- 
by-case  basis. 


116-10  Suspension  of  operations  (of  oil  and  gas 
leases)  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  RMP/EIS.  Neither 
a land  use  planning  decision  nor  a lease  stipulation  is 
required  for  a BLM  Authorized  Officer  to  approve  a 
suspension  of  operations.  Suspension  of  operations 
is  provided  for,  and  discussed  in,  43  CFR  3103.4-2. 
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Re;  RoswH  Resource  Arte  Oreft  Resource  Meneoemenl  PleivEi*virormniei 
irnped  Slelemem  end  Cedsbed  Resource  Area  OreR  Resource 
Mane^emem  Rtan  AmendmerH/ErwirDnmenlat  Imped  StaterrMM 


Deer  Ur  Stout: 

Yales  RelroteurT>  Corporalton  submes  ttie  folhMring  rewnle  of  tfre  above  plerks  as 
substeruive  commerus  Due  lo  ihe  limited  time  eveileble  (he  eneched  ptan.  wibMh  is  a worUng 
draft  version  of  the  resource  users  coeMton  plan,  is  not  compiett  m descnbMig  die  lands  affected 
by  means  of  charts  end  tables  input  into  this  drafi  has  come  from  concerned  public  land  users 
who  beUeve  that  the  BLM's  plan  is  more  restndive  than  necessary  and  does  notfung  to  reduce 
the  eided  of  BLM's  menegement  role  However,  chenges  rnedc  m the  document  end  labeled 
Altemetivt  F represent  e true  aaemettve  pten  for  the  menegement  of  the  public  lends  in 
Southeastern  New  Mexico 

The  plen  has  ettempied  to  foBow  the  same  formal  as  Bic  BLATs  version  Mies 
Petroieum  Coiporeiion's  reconvnendaiiofts  on  (he  edrrWrustralion  of  the  pubfe:  lends  is  conlaeied 
within  the  body  of  the  rewrite.  We  reQuest  that  you  coruider  and  adopt  the  chenges  we  heve 
made  AdddionaRy.  we  adopt  (he  )oinl  comments  of  the  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Association 
and  independerx  Petroleum  Assoaation  of  New  Mexico  and  make  inem  part  of  our  substanalivc 
comments 


Very  truly  yotfs. 

YATES  KTROLeUM  CORPORATJOM 

Chuck  Moran  ^ 

Landman 


117-1  Comment  #117  Is  the  first  version  of 
Alternative  F and  other  changes  to  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  submitted  by  the  Resource  Users 
Coalition.  A slightly  different  version  (comment  #159) 
was  submitted  later.  Because  comment  #117  Is  229 
pages  long  and  is,  for  practical  purposes,  the  same  as 
letter  #159,  it  will  not  be  printed  in  this  volume.  Most 
of  the  points  raised  in  this  comment  have  been 
addressed  in  the  responses  to  letters  #112,  #128,  and 
#149.  Comment  #117  Is  available  for  review  at  the 
Roswell  District  Office.  Refer  also  to  the  response  to 
comment  #159. 
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4202  Crettridge  Drive 
MidUnd,  Texii  79707 
F*bn»ry  21,  1995 

Mr  Divid  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Loader 
Bureau  oTLand  Management 
Rojwefl  District  Office 
1717  Wot  2nd  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  U201 

Re:  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan 

Dear  Sir, 

The  Resource  Matugement  Plan  in  its  present  form  concerns  me.  A true  Management  Plan 
should  tnaximue  the  beae6dal  use  of  our  resources,  rather  than  restrictutg  or  denying  any  use 
The  BLM  Plan  u written  focuses  on  restrictions  snd  nonuse  in  any  form,  thereby  impacting  on 
citizens  and  tnisinesses  in  the  affected  area. 

It  must  not  be  assumed  that  various  usen  (livestock  grazing,  oil  artd  gu  operations,  hunting,  etc  ) 
are  mcompatible  with  the  ecology  of  the  area;  they  can  and  do  operate  and  function  in  harmony 
In  connection  with  this,  the  economic  impact  of  the  Plan  must  be  considered  The  RMP  u 
written  docs  not  give  adequate  consideration  to  the  economic  well-being  of  the  people  who  bvt  in 
and  carry  out  their  businesses  there. 


1 


For  these  and  other  reasons,  the  proposed  Ahemativts  do  not  provide  true  ahetrutives  that 
promote  the  wise  use  of  our  natural  resources  They  should  be  revised  to  encourage,  rather  than 
discourage,  those  prudeta  business  and  personal  activities  that  can  be  conducted  on  these  lands. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Charles  R WoOc 


Concern  for  wildlife  species  is  admirable,  however,  the  'unposition  of  restrictiotu  on  lartd  use  must 
be  based  on  proven  scientific  evidence,  not  on  speculation  and  conjecture  Since  wildlif^.species 
can  fluctuate  in  population  from  time  to  time,  any  restrictions  that  arc  imposed  must  also  provide 
for  their  Efiing  when  affected  populations  UKrease  Also,  restrictions  must  apply  only  to  those 
localized  areas  that  are  known  inhabited  shea 


118-1  The  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements 
in  Appendix  3 inciude  conditions  when  the 
requirements  would  not  be  applied.  The  requirements 
are  intended  to  mitigate  impacts  to  specific,  known 
resources  or  values;  they  would  not  be  applied 
wholesale  across  a resource  area. 

118-2  Refer  to  response  39-1. 
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119-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment 


40. 


IMVIU  jltoul,  HHl'/tlji 
^uivou  ui  LoimJ  Holiogokoiil 
MukooU  OlLlcv 

17|7  ookl  ;4tMl 


Hwkooil*  Sow  Nwxiwu  de^Ul 

^^****i*^»  nuwoii  Swkouico  Aivo  Utoll  K«»wyic«  Moiioloooui 

*'i«n/c.u«  II  i.»iis«iicoi  iMpoicl  dioivaoiil  «iHi  Lti«  CoiloboU  Hokouico 
Aioo  Uioil  Mokuutcii  Hoii«g«awui  Fioii  Aa«iHiaoiti./tuvu  uitaoiiioi 
laiMci  SloiwawuL. 

>lM«:  N«tc«<i«4  H.  Agugiiiv 

»KIX  4^0d 

FoiLoiow,  SH  bSUO 

v«ii«i4i  Coaowiti*:  lii«  |Htoiic  iwiiUo  «i«  o i«»ouico  boiwuguig  iu 

oil  ibo  bolivii  ft  LoiiU  aoiiogwaonl  Uociftiuuft.  llioioluro 

iM«a  Lo  Lu  l»«L«iic«  iucol  mini  iioIiuimI  luiotoklft.  In  potlivuiot. 
r«ftuurc«s  nhuulU  tw  awiMigoU  in  i»ucti  « ««x  Lhal  Ihoy  «r« 
ftUftloiiioblo . oimJ  will  bo  Lhoio  i\>t  {uluro  goiiorol iubft . in 
|*«rlicuior«  Lhift  nooiift  UioL  gr«4iug  «tt«i  ninorol  oHulnonl 
|K»licioft  ftlioulU  pioftorvo  woLorohoti  cu*or«  «il«ili£o  hobilol,  «ml 
ftUklottioblo  gro4ing,  iiicluUiitg  roftluxolioii  ui  ilogroiioU  otooft 

• lllCM  poftv  « llllooi  lu  OiilOt  toglulift. 

ui  Ulo  «i  loi  noil  voft  pioftoiiLoU  in  llio  pioitft»  " b"  soonft  to 

iiitoi  Ato  Uio  obovo  poiicioft  boftl.  iC  Ift  oftftUnoJ  lUol  gto4liig. 

Uovo lotwoiil . «iMi  aiiioiol  uiLoroftlft  oiii  »uv)>ox  I ono  o(  Ibo  oUioi 

• ilotuolivoft.  Howovoi  . ovoii  III  ' b"  ibo  poiconlogo  o{  ioioift  ftol 

4»ido  iui  Fr«koi  voiioii  oi  wiiUiiio  oiid  oi  w«lor 

4u«iiii>  oio  liny  con)>oioU  lu  llio  lulol  «nd  oro  oftftonliol  ioi 
ftoopiug  « ftUftloiiiobio  roftuurco. 

Sono  4Uwftlioti  wiioLliot  Iho  rulo  on  (uiogo  for  tivoftlock 

otiovotiuiift  Hiil  pioftolvo  Uio  loiigo.  Iho  cuiHlilioii  ol  Iho 
^cgotoliuit  fthuoiO  bo  nuiiiluioU  lo  voiiiy  Ihol  liii»  lulo  wtii 

• tiuoiiy  pioftotvo  tiio  loftuuico  oiiU  oiiuw  ooUiy  ovoluooJ  aiook  tw 
laFl uvo . 

iho  oiiUiiio  ftoLbockft  orouitU  aiiioioi  iiovolu}>aonl  «io  aiuinol  oini 
coitoiuly  fthoulU  noL  bo  Uoci04»oU  o»  Ihoy  oio  in  ollioi 
Allot  no livoft. 

1 iiAvo  poiftotiAiiy  ftoon  llio  lolllblo  Uok  It  uc  I lull  Utol  «/t  i i uwii 
kouicioft  CAli  bring  III  llioil  wAko  aihI  Appiovo  Iho  i ok  ii  iw  i luiik 
)»iu|Hikod.  11  ift  good  IIiaI  |>oi  Ift  ul  Nokcoioio  ^Aiwift  aiv  lu  iw 
piulowlod.  bul  poll  oi  iiiik  uni^oo  ai«a  i>  iu 

ftACllllLOO  lo  ihlk  UkAgO. 

uuncotii  iiAk  boon  tolkod  ok  Lo  wholhot  pioiiio  thtvkoii  IiauiIaI  ik 
kuliiconll*  Froloclod  in  IMik  pi^ii  lo  allow  ihvit  nuabotk  lo 
ivuovwi  iioa  i*Aftl  Aiaokl  w k «.  i ih.  1 1 oii . inotv  aiko  krvok  to  ha^-* 


boon  vary  lllllo  ollotiliou  givoii  lo  wlioL  lioft  oau»od  Ujo  dioftlic 
oitlaiopo  Uocioofto  in  Iho  t>«ftl  docadok  and  whol  io  iiavokkory  lo 
•oinldlii  « hooilby  poFulallon. 

lu  ouaaaiy,  ollotiialivo  "b'  would  bo»l  yrovida  a suklaihablo 
roftouroo.  Aioak  givau  upociai  Iroalaoul  lo  prolacl  ttobilal  and 
waloi'»l>od  aro  a voly  kaali  bul  iaf»utlanl  |»arl  oi  Ibo  Lolal  and 
local  giaaiiig  and  ainolal  oa|*1oi lal ion  would  »lill  bo  aliowod  on 
a largo  iMficotilago  ol  Iboko  landk.  Tbotolora  1 urgo  aUo|>llon  oi 
a plan  al  loaal  aa  yroloclivo  ol  nuftLaitiabilily  a»  ”b“  atal  would 
waicoiKi  iBprovoaonl  in  Llio  abovo  aoiilionod  araaa  ol  couooru. 
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SUBSTANTIVE  CONJMENTS  TO  THE 
ROSW'EIX  RESOLUCE  AREA  DRAH  RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT  PLAN/ENMRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT 


By  M»rk  Mariry 


I hcr^  n^iM  lac  Uloaiaa  oofMoeats  u (kc  Bwau  of  Land  MjoafencM  ooaocnua|  ikc  Ramfl 
Raourec  Maaat«M«  Pn  l«  atkw.  I mucti  ikc  oojuneau  ol  Ptopic  fa  Ike  Wca.  VmWmkw  New  Mcoea 
Cekn«tAaoaBuo».Mdlkcl»ikTnafP«octeM  AnacMiearfSca  Megco 


■nad  Ctmmema  tt  At  tnnM  *MP 

TksRklPcalbfa  agee  ift»faBc»a  >ad  itohcum  m itsowoc  ■«.  aka  ■ ikould  nys 

le  I«k«  cwBfli  ud  R(>laieai  laflcMaooaorike  RMP  aaald  laoaaelkc  luaiiafiaLM 
akn  a Ikodd  ivkia  Ike  •Mkn  elfia^Kt  ca^ad  ky  Ike  BUM 


2 


Tte  KMP  ■ focaied  m pracnitm  and  m mc.  «W»  i should  m nquif«d  bii  Fl.AiA  fecuf  «■ 
■Mhfpk  U9T  aad  fusuuMd  >idd  «r  Ksoanty  Whtac^u  ootiibcu  ihsebccuatt  ihc  tncsucL  or  od  ud  fa 
lAduAncL  mi  nataam  or  •iMife  coMcrool  Mnhmmu  s the  loaor  E\ta  m MhenMfit  C (the 
alierMiAt  Hai  a to  Bifcc  (hr  itsaurcs  nadttk  fer  prodnOKia  and  drsdopBOd)  rtma^a  pi^  UaA 

bwB  Crazuof.  aadoil  aad  pa  pwdKiiou. 
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BLM  BMi  M(  amoK  od  aad  pa  openooMa  aod  ln«aiock  p«zi«4  aiKtncI)  aflecu  otkr  aatwil 
R90UR«a  Atf  ac^oonu  for  ihoe  lifts  be  baaed  ou  cMdnct  aad  ckaiific  prooC  aol  y"****^*"*  tad 
oo^aom  lAcoock  |riaac  aad  oQ  aad  pa  prvtacboa.  an  orm^atMr  ndk  the  Cf  voruBeoi  a^  m a« 
detriaKfal  lotta  eemymm. 
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Coapos  has  alicaih  M acreap  dee  Bad  BfAiftcaal  oa  a ***>^fif  ham  to  proerva  um^oc  naoareat 
Imad  la  southeaflen  Nc*  Menco  aad  BLM  has  had  aa  opportaain  to  dedwe  Wtldrfacu  SiaA  Am» 
nXPA.  The  MtcBp  BLM  to  atoor«all)  la^  froa  resourer  aacn  b^  loma|  ao  aatee  ooopaac> 

lupittoiaasooodaadpslaaaftrtarpvaaaoriaadtfatpaadioMdiaHiBecnaan  TheNMFtomdd 
luBM  ihe  a/taa  adpa  lo  ipenal  aiflaiinaa  The  A^as  of  Cnucal  Ea>vouBc8tai  Comcra  prapoaad  to  the  RMT 
are  oei  acreBB)  aad  should  aol  he 


Mmmwch  CidIMM  It  in  AlUfMlhtl 

IPite  2>i4  AoiBUtiOQS  replace  oamto  tea  «toh*  ~7hr  BL\t  ^11  omty  arfwaaoa  eflmS  «ai  method 
la  mil  rerntH  10  mo  mti  imu  mfoaaoft  omt4m  mmofm^hy  OW  tvnnmamL  * 
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Pip  2*15  LivqtOCt  Grmnnm 

\.  Odeie  “k  fros  «Ar/r  kimmtry  okttsmo  hogtr  aratod  rrdoctiofu  m kvt»oei  mwmhtn . m aiWr 
ckanftt.  wewtf  ht  impkmemted.  tf  aredrdia  oyord  comflieu  mmtk  ««wffMnw  ofhohtm  for  ihr  kntr  ^mne 
chreden  W1  toMrsaphpuhhaard’  Do  aol  pculaie  that  trvatooefc  panatadkeneh  dleeu  Mherihe 
kiacr  prvne  chichea'i  or  (hurt  nphnsh  bieafd'i  hifaitaL 
2.  IUbcm  caiiit  lekreaces  to  restnetnas  oa  aa  *vt  fieaoes  ia  the  Macho  WHA  KA4  bum  adhaft  to  sue 
feacii  riMieBeau  Thu  prapoad  prrveali  sheep  openbow  bora  uotizsat  • sm  kihal  Boaas  of  preHor 
ooeeioJ^  proeauBiOiea  froBanat  aeiavt  leaocs  totodiakoepugpredMonouiaf  ihecppattf 


2 Piae  2-20  Bra  Gamc/LptoodCi  HibfUi  Matatrmcf 

PrmmT  ill  rrfrTTfrn  to  fmrr  rmfrinr  na  PI  M aianifcd  lifah  Tte  u m OMe  tka  *sll  <*af  aa  caorBom 
arnouai  of  friO»  betmeea  BLM  aad  |naA|  perBMea  Tha  act  resoh  mill  be  a tou  la  msldiili  pnx»*r«r»p^B 


120-1  Refer  to  response  39-2. 

120-2  Refer  to  response  39-8. 

120-3  Refer  to  response  39-6. 

120-4  Refer  to  response  39-3. 

120-5  Comment  noted.  Refer  to  responses  28-57 
and  29-2. 

120-6  Lesser  prairie  chicken  nesting  is  dependent  on 
nesting  cover  provided  by  tall  grasses,  such  as  sand 
bluestem,  which  is  also  highly  preferred  by  livestock. 
Other  examples  of  where  livestock  operations,  not 
necessarily  livestock  grazing,  affect  lesser  prairie 
chicken  populations;  heavily  stocked  pastures  resulting 
In  trampled  nests;  livestock  camping  on  booming 
grounds;  livestock  waters  or  salt/mineral  blocks  placed 
on  or  in  the  vicinity  of  booming  grounds;  supplemental 
feeding  on  public  access  routes  to  booming  grounds 
viewed  by  the  public.  The  sand  dune  lizard  could  be 
and  has  been  affected  by  shinnery  oak  brush  control 
projects  requested  by  allottees,  or  conducted  by 
allottees  on  private  or  state  land.  Where  shinnery  oak 
control  is  no  longer  allowed,  other  means  of 
manipulating  vegetation  is  needed,  and  this  points  to 
livestock  management.  Livestock  grazing  may  not 
adversely  affect  prairie  chicken  or  lizard  habitat  if 
consideration  is  given  to  their  needs. 

Predators,  especially  coyotes,  can  pass  through,  dig 
under,  or  Jump  over  netwire  fences.  Netwire  fences 
can  be  "lethal"  to  important  game  animals  such  as 
pronghorn  and  mule  deer  fawns  that  are  unable  to 
pass  through  these  fences.  The  BLM  has  the 
authority  to  ensure  that  fences  located  on  public  lands 
are  safe  for  wildlife.  Refer  also  to  responses  28-28, 
46-1  and  73-4. 

120-7  Refer  to  responses  28-28,  46-1,  73-4,  and 
89-7. 
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I (AfTftnrr^) 

IjvqKKi  GrmfiM  Malu  Uk  (oOoMu^cta^n 

I Cku$c  gotl  10  rtad.  Coal  hwdr  for  caatkmt4  bvtmodt  OoBrnf  mitui  tke  Roaortt  ftjrifi  rjjlci<wi 
Mon^fcmoi  10  mmalma.  umfiravr  mt^momier  rm^  coadoom. 

) K«a^t  “Wmort^d  aad  ka^u  mamagtmtfK  md  twaock  prydocltoa  metd  oemld  kr  cvuld^d 

'f***^^  " n * ib«  the  BLM  mio  coootntt  oa  bo«  ln«iioci  uipKO  »^iie.  bw  tew  ad^cuci 
y/o  oMilc  iB|acu  lACSock^  Propel  bvc««i  pooH  auiufcmcii  beocte  oiklifc  and  ooicnkod  proMom. 

).  WbcoAniUginprcKcaKoti,pnoni;iboddbe|ivtaiDaatkc|foiiadMadi  ll  AoaW  oo(  be  bond  « 

^«Mbcr  Of  oa  aa  AMT  cdsu  oe  a po^aiiar  aDotBm  GKios  pnorty  lo  tlincwri  %dk  AMP'i  imoMOim 
Hanoi  aDocncai  bobkn  «bo  do  ool  h«^t  ao  AMP  lor  obMcvor  rcoM. 

4.  Tbc  panfnfk  tantiH  oaobm  id  30  or  kai  per  Mctaoo.  *«Wi  ibt  Macbo  WHA  be 

ooiHdcidy  dekied  Ibis  oiifiu/i)  rtfiUjM  mac  aod  fee  Uaik  PonberiDore  ii  bouts  liedtohts  of  prodwmio 
cboAfc  daiaea  of  lAosuxk  as  aunicts  aod  coodtoooa  ovnM. 

Pfefc  2-IT6Qg-HitlmiN  VeM*  (OffO  Mifai^g  subcotvoc  (be  feOo»ia|  ta  place  of  oarrtoi  RMP  laofua^e 

Cool  Mbo^pr  OW'ajr  lo/roUdr  odr^utfr  oerrsi  0«JrrAcr  oAvrsr  fayorti  0*  arooOvr  rrjomv  wa/«cx 
Qaatry  ftaroooaal  opfort}tm»ts /of  OW  turn  m eot^foacom  mA  dtm^wtdi^ty  emormt 
hot*cl  ai^octiu  pn  voi4  properly  md  ooa-)edtral  t^tdi  pom  eacroadvmeat  efOtf^'  am. 

tovcaioncv  puMic  aod  traosportatne  r****'"|  ooold  be  conducted  to  siippon  rood-by  -rood  deacBatioas 

for  roodi  and  aids  suiubk  fof  off-hi|b«a>  oae  Proposed  dnipAauoos  in  bsied  ta  Tabk  17  and  tbooa  oo  Map 
U 

Y. 

PiiUk  teadi  rnnhiB  (be  preseoi  bouodanes  of  (be  Carruoio  Lf\a  floo  and  Liok  Btacfc  tab  WSAs  (2SJ2I  aaoa) 
npuld  be  deaytatod  ctoed  lo  off-bi^ay  vebick  uc  to  prolea  ousuodai  tesu-pnaiiiw  \ahMa 

Tbe  Mescakfo  Saodi  Nonb  Duoe  0H\’  Ana  ooBstfita^  of  approxunaid)  640  aota.  ooold  be  opea  aad 

Bwua|od  at  ao  Io(ciisi>t  OHV  Use  Area  Lntflodk  aould  be  feoced^  bom  bbout  20  acitt  arouad  cosoh 
deNtfepneati.  Tbe  bounduKS  aould  be  mariod  to  reduce  tre^na  and  tapod  a aib*f*^  fedent.  iiaic  aad 
pnvtte  laaA 

Appnroaialeb  I JtO  acres  ai  tbe  Haystati  Mouauua  OHV  Ana  etMtd  be  otasafed  ai  aa  OHV  latcstsive  Vm 
Ana  aad  draytated  banted  to  dcsipiaud  roadt  toe  aP-jerma  vtfatefes  tat  (baa  SO  tacbet  la  w>dib  Nqo- 
moioruod  use  of  tbe  Haystack  StounuiB  OHV  Ana  mould  be  aUo«ed  Tbe  bouodano  mould  be  marked  lo  reduce 
trtspott  aod  iBpoa  to  a^pem  fedenL  oaie  and  pmaae  lan^ 

VaDQ  of  ruts  RoertoDoo  Area,  ta  tbe  dcNtloped  ana  mould  be  dcspiatcd  Uouied  to  dat^nArd  roods  aod  traih 
for  off-bHbm-iy  scbide  toe  for  maioleoaoce  oeeib  aod  fotere  cae^jfroood  drekipaeA. 

Tbe  1 30-ocn  Border  Kills  Nabooal  Namral  Laadnart  mould  be  desipaated  doted  lo  off-bi(bma>  vebidc  oae  to 
protect  tbe  taie^rm  of  (be  peotopc  stmewe. 

FoDom-utf  imeatoo  ■ tf  tt  ts  deemed  necessary  id  protect  a stpuficaai  emt  &o«  OHV  unpacts.  a emt  cactoaon 
mould  be  coftsiructed  aod  (be  area  msihia  (be  eariosure  mouM  be  dcspoaied  doted  id  ofr-bi(bmiy  \tbck  Me 
Appro^maieh  120  acres  eocompasuH  ibe  ana  miibto  200  fcet  of  the  source  of  abom  20  spnapor  leept.  or 
msthiD  domiutnam  npanan  areas  aeaied  by  floms  bon  (be  lounc  oc  rcsuluof  fioa  nponae  area  earsapemeoL 
mould  be  drapnatfd  closed  to  ofT-hipbmay  vebsk  ae 
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120-8  We  agree  that  proper  livestock  grazing 
management  benefits  wildlife  and  watershed 
protection. 

120-9  The  BLM's  Final  Rangeland  Improvement 
Policy  and  BLM  Manual  H-1 740-1 , General  Investment 
Guidelines,  provide  the  basis  for  prioritizing  the 
allocation  of  range  improvement  funds  to  those 
allotments  with  allotment  management  plans  and  for 
determining  the  types  of  projects  that  should  be 
funded. 

120-10  The  entire  statement  reads,  "The  stocking  rate 
of  sheep  in  the  Macho  WHA  in  areas  currently 
supporting  antelope,  and  which  meets  transplant 
criteria,  must  not  exceed  an  average  of  50  sheep  per 
section  per  allotment  over  the  course  of  the  grazing 
year."  Results  from  the  1983  Roswell  Pronghorn 
Study  indicates  that  sheep  are  the  greatest  competitor 
with  pronghorn,  especially  for  forb  species.  The  study 
indicated  that  stocking  rates  of  greater  than  50  sheep 
per  section  is  not  conducive  to  increasing  antelope 
herds.  Proper  range  management  considers  all  lands 
within  a given  area,  not  just  state,  fee  or  public  lands. 
Markets  and  conditions  should  not  take  precedence 
over  what  the  rangeland  can  produce  and  sustain  over 
the  long  run.  The  stocking  rate  for  sheep  in  the 
Macho  WHA  should  not  have  an  effect  on  a producer's 
changing  the  class  of  livestock. 
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I Fay  2-I78  ^ffact  Wucr  .Mafuicmcjw  Oalnx 

I AKenuicmaicMouraes  for  bvtflock  and  mildlife  mm  firs  be  drvdoped  prior  m«r«ciiHM>cvfoam 

pfc><«ua4  livestock  from  maicr  tourcts 

II  Tbe  BLM  BUS  abide  by  the  iimeraiH  *«tr  lamt  of  (be  State  of  Ncm  Mcxko  TV  BLM  te  aa  bait  a^ 
beaeflcial  ue  of  m«cr  uoder  Hem  Menoo't  m«er  tamr 

IFl(r2-m  Big  Gkme/  Urtkftd  Game  Habitai  Mifayiaeiit. 

1.  CbM(e  aed  lo  las  0*  IfK  left  sde  of  pay  lo  read  ai  foUomv  Big  fmm  amd  gmm  trmupima 

at  motrodacOofu  oa  pobiic  Umdi  ooaU he  coadteted  oben  cooperamvefy preaenhedhy  dm 

BLM  SSMDCF.  bwsodi  penmiee  frofteted  moa^iaau  at  aaatrodKhoms  Utehtde.  hat  an  oat  taoiadta: 

It  TV  ptopoted  acquiiiuoa  of  11.969  acm  of  sale  taad.  aad  t.t40  acm  of  pnvaie  had  mitbia  (V  Capredt 
WHA.  a^  3.921  acfca  of  sale  laid  la  the  Cads  Hitt*  aad  ftos  Kivtr  deer  Biaaayaaes  «caa  arc  «*f**i**«f  a^ 
arcodjotad.  TVs  m«uld  be  coasderod  at  aa  lociiipi  id  taure  baut  tivesoA  fraciif  ia  tbeae  arcag  Tbcdacr 
popuiauon  oa  Cadv  HiU  d already  im  Wfe.  aad  has  bemefttad  from  uaprtAtoitao  fer  Ibesock.  No 

fe^  auAjy  meat  pomcr  by  tbe  BLM  tt  aeeded. 

IPaica  2-113  UuotHb  2-I9I  Anas  otCriUcai  Erntfocuncpm  Coaoera. 

Tbe  A/cas  of  Criucal  Emvonaieatal  Coaoen  propoaed  la  tbe  RMP  are  aot  aacessary  aad  Vodd  tot  be 
esaWnbed 

SOCIAL  A.ND  ECQhOHIC 

I Pay  L6I  Tbe  momb'i  opemai  parayipb  oeedi  to  be  deleted  Tbe  Uaguay  a purely  fiaotaaal  aad  oboouily 
fdlects  tbe  feelinfs  of  tbe  m-ma 

Tbnyproacb  lo  Rndiiif  tbe  a^t^te^-alue  of  tnesock  producuoa  per  acre  a aot  jssifiaUt  Dam^bad  foedkxs 
IKcsock  producuoa  per  acre  are  aoa  cooptrabk  to  raneb  livesact  producuoa  per  acre  Tbes  deasty  a Baey 

per  acre,  mb^  the  dnsty  oa  BLM  allot  mean  a naiiy  aon  per  arumal  uas  Neitber  Oaihea.  aor  faedku 
operse  oa  federil  Uadi.  Cbavti  oouaty  a one  of  tbe  larges,  aad  bi^^  youuf  dasy  produciof  coaauci  la  the 
UaiKd  Staieg  fMac  aa  uiYUSiAabie  bi^  axerage  Usiag  (be  xahie  tbe  RMPesjbiahedof  S19  3)  dodan  per 
acre  «d  27.476  66  arumal  uoju  maoo  BLM  allotioeats  aeauaD).  I animal  uasi  mould  have  Id  groaa  S1.041 22 
peryctf  1 eba/kay  yew  to  Bad  a BLM  graziaf  aOotiDeai  tbs  merages  iroasaf  tbei  ameaM  of  noacy 

CoBmeat  SuBstn 

I aeae  that  m;tftaats  has  bees  plaoed  upoo  puUK  ptniopatMa  ia  tbe  procen  Tbeprooettbegaaia  I9ttaad 

Bcctiag  held  la  1990.  Tbe  RM?  mas  oot  pubbtbed  uaul  Smemba  1994  or  me  four  yean  froB  tbe  dBe  of 
firs  public  unoKetncni  aad  over  ax  yean  from  oocuDeoceraeot  of  tbe  procen  BLM  aiooe  setacied  (be  Prefenad 
Aliereatng  mithout  puNk  lapta  Lcnen  aad  requesu  Boa  Srosor  Oosicrua.  Coagressmaa  Sbeea  Couaiy 
CoBffiitsKMtt.  iodu^  orgamuDOBS  aad  uKbxiduab  to  edead  (he  Uiae  baa  beta  ba  msb  a firs  deatal  Tbe 
RMP  m ndtSed  mitb  inacxuraic  dau  ft  does  aot  bad  op  daias  of  mildldc  babitai  degiadsfoa  asb  aoeaiiflc  dHa. 
1 issue  b>  trm  support  for  (be  uapleinemjuoe  of  TV  Resource  Users  Coaltuoa  AVraairvm.  b s aort  rcalisic 
aad  rva  la  t-MUacun  emt/ocuDealil  and  resource  ose  cooccrag. 


Mari  Mark) 


1900  W McscakroRd 
Rocmetl.  NM  U20I 
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120-11  Refer  to  response  115-3.  We  have  modified 
the  text  to  include  boundary  signing. 

120-12  Gaining  an  easement  for  access  across  state 
lands  and  enlarging  the  use  area  would  provide  for 
better  management  of  OHV  use,  and  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  trespass  on  lands  adjacent  to  the  OHV 
area.  We  have  modified  the  text  to  include  boundary 
signing. 

120-13  It  is  current  practice  to  provide  off-site  waters 
when  building  exclosures  to  protect  water  sources. 
Continued  development  of  off-site  waters  is  proposed 
under  the  Preferred  Alternative  on  Page  2-178, 
Column  2, 1st  Paragraph,  Item  3;  and  the  fifth  "bullet" 
at  the  top  of  Page  2-179. 

120-14  Refer  to  responses  29-4  and  50-4. 

120-15  Prescribing  wildlife  transplants  to  suitable 
areas  on  public  land  would  be  done  by  the  BLM  and 
New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Rsh.  Following 
identification  of  suitable  areas,  coordination  and 
cooperation  with  the  livestock  permittee  would  be 
sought.  A cooperative  agreement  would  be  entered 
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into  by  all  parties  involved  describing  the  management 
of  the  area. 

120-16  Management  of  these  areas  would  be  made 
easier  when  land  patterns  are  better  blocked.  These 
acquisitions  were  identified  in  the  plan  to  allow 
acquisitions  to  occur  in  the  event  a willing  seller, 
including  the  State,  came  to  the  BLM  with  a proposal. 


120-17  Refer  to  responses  39-3,  85-3,  and  114-12. 
120-18  Refer  to  response  70-2. 
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A0SW911  District  Office 
‘.71*^  W#8*.  Zr.d  it . 

Roswei;.  N.K.  302Cl-ICr> 

“£:  '^toLtn'is  ;n  .-.csw^.l  T'-M?  SZ3  ‘iAced  5ept*moer  :?94. 
=J<P/EIS  Team: 


;>verail  it  '.?r»»rr  •>.*t  Alternative  'B"  i«  the  ®o»t 

envircrjner.t  a.  .y  fri-ni.  an«  .ts  jct5t::r.  wou.i  r.eip  jtop  the 
;f  :ur  tat:v?  New  vi;di;fe  »nd*jiant  ;ce:;«8. 

The  aa;.t  rcncerr.  .r  for  “he  estaMishoent  >f  in  area  safe 
for  the  Leeeer  ?ra;r:e  'Thicxen.  .Aece.nt  information  nae  brought 
out  that  New  Mexico  nay  have  the  laet  remaining  viable  population 
of  Lesser  Prairie  Chickens.  Loss  of  habitat,  fragmented  habitat 
areas.  loss  of  forage  variety,  and  herbicide  use  has  greatly 
■liainished  the  Prairie  Chickens  in  Colorado.  Kansas.  Oklahoma, 
and  Texas. 

The  following  are  a few  specific  items  of  concern,  not  in 
priority  irler.  All  ire  necessary  to  savi.-.g  the  Lesser  Prairie 
Chicken. 

1.  Imorcve  nr  ace:  .^rairie  Jhicxer.s  eat  i variety  of 

things,  and  at  different  times  of  the  year.  The  -aaln  staple  is 
tne  acorn  of  tne  snip.r.ery  oak.  Zr.  spring  and  fall  various  grass 
and  plant  seeas.  and  in  s'iaar.er.  insects  tmainly  grasshoppers) . 

2.  Herpicides  ? Tnese  neeo  to  be  eliminated  fjroiu  the  Trsirle 
Chicken  core  area  and  a large  area  surrounding  it. 

3.  Census : Yeariy  census  *f  the  popuiatic.n  should  bs  taken 

anc  tr.e  figures  usee  fir  the  r.a.tagecer.t  ::  t.te  -^r.'ies.  This 
data  IS  necessary  in  the  case  of  whether  to  allow  hunting. 

4.  Cgttle  Grazi.nq;  Shou.d  be  allowed  only  ;f  there  is  a 
stipulation  of  rest  rotation  periods  to  allow  for  adequate 
.nesting  cover 

5.  cxclosureg : These  shoui  S be  placed  at  vaious  locations 

so  that  haoitat  and  grass  capability  can  be  determined.  73ie 
annual  grazing  in  the  area  can  'ct  set  - potelbly  at 


'.i.e  .-i  .i.. 

sore  intrusion  wii 
protection  is  esoec 


Tr.is  be  '-.ept  t©  i 


g VI..  vA  j . iia**.a.  19  i.t  ^...  • s • «••• 

speed  the  decline  of  the  species.  This 
ally  .necestarv  curing  spring  end  early  summer 
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wr.«r.  lek*  »r»  »c;;v.  tri  r.->sz:nj  :s  ?r:;r*s's. 

7*  Off  A-jaa  /«h:c:e5:  Areas  sec  aside  :sr  ORV's  should  be 
ss  fer  ss  ?oss;i;e  from  she  'rairse  Ohickens.  ORV  s are  not 
kr.cwn  for  szay.r.j  ;.h  '.he  ;r*scr;isc  area  set  aside  for  them.  We 
cannot  afford  to  '.ose  any  oor»  habitat  or  birds  needlsasiy. 

.'lew  Mexico  r.as  a valuab.e  vllilife  species  in  ths  Lesser 
.’rairie  ChiO/^-.er. . ?:rderr  co.te  t:  the  .Aeswei'.  area  from  all  over 
the  Jnited  States  : iee  ther.. 

We  need  to  prctect  the  Lesrer  “rairie  fhicken.  and  its 
habitat,  so  thtt  It  v; ; .-.ct  wind  ~n  the  enda.'.perod  opeoia: 


oihcere  ly. yours . 

Lois  C.  Herrmann 

Sengre  de  Cristo  Audubon  Soc. 

330  Celle  Corvo 

Sente  Te.  NM  S7501 


Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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122 

^FOREST  ^ 
Guardians 


Mr.  Davit)  Slout 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rosweft  District  Office 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell.  NM  88201-2019 

RE:  Comments  on  ffie  Dra8  Roswell  Resnurce  Manaoemenl  Plan/EnvifOimeaaL 

Impact  Statement  and  the  Draft  Cadsbad  Resource  Manaoefnenl  PM 
Amendmenl'Snvironmenlal  Impact  SlalemeOL 

Dear  Mr.  Stout: 

Forest  GuarcSans  is  a small  environmental  advocacy  organiiation  based  in  Santa  Fe. 
We  have  had  a longstanding  interesi  iQ|management  of  puW<  lands,  and  espeoaJty  the 
cor\servation  of  imperiled  species  arid  w habitats  upon  which  they  deperxJ.  The  members  of 
Forest  Guardians  use  the  pubfic  lands  in  southeastern  New  Mexico  for  a variety  of 
recrealwnal,  educational,  scientific  and  spiritual  pursuits.  We  submit  these  convrients  on 
behalf  of  our  more  than  $00  members.  Please  consider  the  toPowing  suggestions  to  change 
or  strengthen  parts  of  the  Plan. 


A COMMENTS  ON  THE  PLAN  AS  A WHOLE 

1.  The  Plan  Fail<;  lo  Determine  Whelhef  LfvestPcK  Grazmo  Is  In  The.  Public  IntfiffiSL 

Our  primary  concern  with  the  draft  Envirorvnenta)  Impact  Statement  ts  that  there  is  a 
presumption  that  Tivestocfc  gracing  throughout  98  of  the  land  base  of  the  District  is  compatible 
with  youf  muUrple-use  mandate.  However,  scientific  evidence  and  your  legi  requirements 
make  dear  that  livestock  gra2ir>g  on  98%  of  the  Resource  Area  a not  in  the  pobfic  interest. 

Both  Federal  Lands  Policy  Management  Act  {FLPMA)  and  the  Public  Rangelands 
Improvement  Act  (PRIA)  make  dear  that  the  BLM  has  the  authority  to  terminate  IrvestocA 
grazir^  in  some  areas.  In  fact,  the  definition  of  'mutliple'use*  in  FLPMA  specifically  indudes 
"the  use  of  some  of  the  land  lor  less  than  aJi  of  the  resources'  U S.C.  1702(c)  PRlA  also 
explicitly  recognizes  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Interior  lo  detennir^  that  grazing  be 
temporarily  or  permanently  discontinued  on  certair\  larxls.  U S.C.  1903(b).  Further,  FLPMA  s 
definition  of  multiple  use  as  The  combination  of  uses  that  wi>  best  meet  the  present  and  future 
needs  of  the  American  people*  requires  the  BLM  to  weigh  grazing's  economic  benefits  agair\st 
the  environmental  harms,  BLM  should  only  permit  grazing  where  it  is  determined  that  benefits 
outweigh  the  costs,  induding  both  the  costs  associated  with  implementing  grazing  graiiog 
and  the  costs  of  other  uses  foregone.  The  Resource  Management  Plan  must  provide  a forum 
to  wegh  the  long  term  cost  against  the  short-term  benefits  of  allowing  98%  of  ihe  resource 
area  and  district  to  be  grazed  for  commerda)  profit. 
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A Dec  20.  1993  Adminislraliv*  Law  Judje  dedston  by  Judge  John  Ramplon  confirm* 
that  the  BLM  must  make  a determination  o(  whether  Ihresloek  grazing  In  sensitive  lands  Is  In 
the  public  interest,  (National  Wildlite  Federation  v.  BLW.  UT-06-91-1)  in  that  deasion  Judge 
Ramplon  concluded  that  'BLM  violated  FLPMA  by  tailing  10  make  a reasoned  and  Informed 
decision  that  the  benefits  of  grazing  [a  specific  area)  outweigh  the  cost*."  The  Judge 
concluded  that  the  RMP  lor  the  area  at  question  did  not  include  the  deUHed  Inlormatioo 
necessary  to  determine  whether  or  rot  lo  graze  a specific  area.  Yet  is  dear  the  plan  is  the 
most  appropriate  document  in  which  to  make  these  dedsions. 

1 

tn  addition  to  your  legal  requirements.  Interior  Secretary  Bruce  Babbitt  has  repeatedly 
staled  that  "suitability’  criteria  which  take  into  account  the  broader  public  values  of  an  area, 
should  be  developed  and  applied  in  the  resource  management  planning  process  Despite 
these  very  clear  mandates,  the  RMP  includes  ryj  such  analyses  of  the  economic  ar>d 
enviforvmenial  costs  of  grazing  relative  lo  other  "public  interest"  values. 

Forest  Guardians  believes  that  areas  where  livestock  grazing  would  not  be  in  the 
public  ihierest  include:  (i)  riparian,  lacustrine,  or  other  wetland  areas;  (2)  popular  recreation 
areas:  (3)  sensitive  cultural  areas:  (4)  special  management  areas;  (5)  hot  deserts;  (6)  areas 
actively  undergoing  the  process  of  desertification.  This  plan  is  inadequate  urtil  the  BLM  has 
made  such  a reasoned  and  informed  decision  about  livestock  grazirig  throughout  the 
Resource  Area  as  required  by  FLPMA.  We  believe  that  making  such  a reasoned  arx3  informed 
decision  requires  establishment  of  criteria  which  would  allow  (he  agency  to  weigh  the 
environmental  and  economic  costs  of  different  decisions. 

2 ThP  Plan  VintatRi  NFPA  bv  Failina  To  ProDose  A No-Qtazinq  AHfinialiYe 

2 

Stnce  the  establishment  of  the  East  Roswell  Grazing  ElS  in  1979  considerable  new 
informalion  has  been  made  available  to  the  public  arxj  the  BLM  makir^  the  reliar>ce  on  the 
Roswell  Grazing  EIS  a violation  of  NEPA  Since  the  implementation  of  the  1979  Roswelf 
Grazing  ElS.  the  BLM  has  established  numerous  new  policies  that  affect  the  management  of 
grazing,  especially  a BLM  nparian  policy  which  called  lor  75%  of  riparian  habitats  to  be  in 
proper  furx:tioning  condition.  Today,  a majority  of  riparian  hab'tals  in  the  Resource  Area  ar>d 
District  are  in  poor  condition,  due  in  part,  to  the  inadequacies  of  the  1979  Grazing  ElS. 

• 

In  addition,  Die  listing  ol  species  under  the  federal  Endangered  Species  Act  constitutes 
"new  intormalion*  which  requires  a complete  reanalysis  ol  current  management  direction 
under  NEPA  (Portland  Audubon  Society  v.  Babbitt,  998  F2nd  705)  The  plan  can  not  rely  on 
an  old  grazing  EIS  that  doesn't  consider  this  information.  The  plan  is  inadequate  until  this  ElS 
includes  a no-grazing  alternative  or  a supplemental  Grazing  EIS  is  completed  lor  the  Roswell 
District 

.3  Rl  M M.ISI  Consult  W'lh  U S Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Over  the  Plan's  Effect  on 

Federally  Listed  Species. 

3 

BLM  has  routinely  gnored  its  affirmative  obligation  lo  lormafly  consult  with  FWS  when 
its  plans  "may  allecf  species  listed  under  the  ESA.  Thisjjian  likely  will  result  in  a may  afteci 
lor  at  least  five  lish  and  wildlile  species,  the  Bald  eagle,  the  Interior  least  tern,  the  Southwest 

122-1  Refer  to  response  104-5.  There  are  a number 
of  areas  identified  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  where 
livestock  grazing  would  be  reduced  or  excluded. 
These  areas  correspond  to  your  list  of  areas  where 
livestock  grazing  would  not  be  in  the  public  interest. 
The  Roswell  Resource  Area  has  an  active  monitoring 
program  that,  when  used  in  concert  with  grazing 
regulations,  allows  us  to  manage  livestock  grazing  use 
to  alleviate  resource  damage.  Suitability  criteria  for 
livestock  grazing  were  developed  in  the  East  Roswell 
Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Appendix 
A of  the  EIS  is  a detailed  explanation  of  the  process 
used  to  determine  suitability.  As  described  on  page  1- 
15  of  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS,  livestock  grazing 
decisions  made  in  earlier  land  use  plans  and 
environmental  impact  statements  were  determined  to 
still  be  applicable  in  most  cases.  These  decisions  are 
included,  by  reference,  in  the  Roswell  RMP,  An 
appendix  has  been  added  to  the  Proposed  RMP/Final 
EIS  that  lists  the  livestock  grazing  decisions  carried 
forward  from  previous  planning  efforts. 

122-2  The  Draft  RMP/EIS  addressed  the  question  of 
no  livestock  grazing  on  pages  2-1  and  2-2,  in 
accordance  with  40  CFR  1502.14(a)  (the  regulations 
implementing  NEPA).  Elimination  of  livestock  grazing 
was  considered  during  scoping  and  at  other  times 
during  the  planning  process.  The  elimination  of 
grazing  also  was  considered  in  the  East  Roswell 
Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the 
Roswell  Management  Framework  Plan/EIS.  The 
effects  of  the  RMP/EIS's  Preferred  Alternative  on 
threatened  and  endangered  species  are  being 
addressed  in  a biological  assessment  that 
supplements  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

122-3  We  are  conducting  the  development  of  the 
RMP  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  We  are  preparing  a biological 
assessment  of  the  effects  of  our  proposals  for  review 
by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  We  are  not 
proposing  activities  that  would  adversely  affect  special 
status  species.  Activities  proposed  by  users  of  the 
public  lands  may  affect  special  status  species.  We 
cannot  predict  exactly  what  types  of  actions  will  occur 
and  where  they  will  occur  on  public  lands.  We 
prepare  environmental  analyses  of  these  proposed 
actions  to  determine  possible  impacts.  The  resource 
use  restrictions  described  in  the  RMP  are  intended  to 
protect  special  status  species  and  their  habitat. 
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wilow  flycJtchaf.  P*cos  garnbusli.  ind  ffM  Ptcot  Muninos*  th<n«r  tn  iddtian.  ttW'*  are 
numaroua  piynU  listed  uixter  t^e  ESA  that  Ikety  will  be  atlected  by  activllies  proposed  in  (ha 
plan  Forest  Goardians  hopes  you  Mia  your  legal  obligations  by  lormaly  consulting  with 
FWS  on  this  plan. 


4.  Uvestpck  Gfiiino  in  »te  Hot  Desert  Makes  neither  FraMm^  sinr  Ffonnnw 
Sense 


Oesertmcabon  has  become  a serious  problem  In  tie  Hot  Desert  regions  ot  the 
American  Southwesl  According  to  Harold  Oregne  ot  Teias  Tech  UniversAy,  much  ol  the 
Disitict  la  actvely  urtdergolng  ihe  process  d becoming  blologicaly  Impoverished.  In  addition, 
a recent  General  Accounting  Oflioe  (QAORCED-92-t2)  report  conduded  tial  tvestocfc 
graaing  In  these  areas  comes  al  a considerable  environmental  cost  wtti  smat  tlnandal 
benehis  to  a Imlted  population  ol  people  Interested  to  the  Hot  Desert  We  beaeve  tool 
tvestocK  grazing  should  not  continue  In  toe  Chihuahuan  Desert  and  to  areas  that  have 
become  desertified. 


5 


Sl  Tbe  Plan  Falls  To  Adeoualelv  Address  The  Btotooical  Importance  ol  The  Sand- 
Shinnerv  OaK  Ecosystem. 

Aside  Irom  toe  riparian  resource,  toe  Distrid's  most  unique  resource  la  toe  sarxF 
shinnery  oak  lands  which  cover  approximately  hall  a million  acres  within  toe  Roswel  district. 
Chapter  3.  Altecied  Environment  should  todude  a detailed  assessment  ot  toe  wiknie 
species  associated  with  the  shin-oak  system.  Ukewtse.  a is  Important  to  detai  toe  ecological 
eltects  ol  (vestock  grazing  and  chemic^  treatments  on  toe  ecological  Integrtty  of  toe 
ecosystem. 
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B.  COMMENTS  ON  THE  PREFERRED  ACTION 

1.  Guidefines  lor  Livestock  Grazing  Manaqcmenl  Lack  Much  Needed  SoecificiN. 

Range  Improvements  are  not  to  toe  public  Interest  and  deal  w8h  symptoms,  not  root 
problems  of  Kestock  graztog.  The  proposed  construction  ot  150  mass  of  water  pipeltoe.  150 
water  development  projects,  and  75  miles  ol  construction  ignore  problems  created  by 
overstocked  allolments.  Until  Ivestock  numbers  are  reduced  and  seasons  of  use  are  altered. 
*range  irr^ovements'  wtl  merely  transfer  toe  problem  from  one  area  to  another. 

We  are  also  concerned  about  levels  ot  liveslock  grazing  within  boto  toe  Caprock 
Wlldlite  Habitat  Area  (WHA)  and  toe  Macho  WHA.  In  particular,  toere  are  no  astabfished 
guidellnas  lor  toe  Caprock  Area.  This  area  la  crWcal  habitat  lor  one  ol  toe  last  healthy 
populalions  of  Lesser  prairie  chicken.  As  toe  New  Mexico  Department  ot  Fish  and  Game 
slucty  indicales.  high  carropy  cover,  diverse  perennial  grasses  are  critical  habitats  for  Lesser 
prairie  chicken.  These  habitat  characteristics  are  even  more  chlicsl  during  nesting  and  brood 
rearing  Anerrtative  A's  requirements  tor  extensive  rest  periods  should  be  Incorporated  into 
toe  preferred  altemabve.  This  standard  « more  Ikety  to  ensure  toe  long-term  viability  of  this 
population  ot  prairie  chickens.  Desired  Plant  Community  is  a nebulous  objective  with  fttie  to 


122-4  Although  we  have  Chihuahuan  Desert 
influences  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area,  we  are  not 
in  the  hot  desert.  The  Roswell  Resource  Area  Is 
predominantly  short-grass  prairie  and  desert 
grasslands.  We  are  not  undergoing  widespread 
desertification,  as  implied  in  your  comment.  Our 
monitoring  data  shows  that  range  condition  trend  is 
toward  excellent  condition,  not  away  from  it,  which  is 
not  indicative  ot  desertification.  As  tor  being 
"impoverished,"  we  believe  Dr.  Dregne  has  defined  his 
use  ot  the  term  as  any  location  in  less  than  excellent 
condition,  as  defined  by  the  SCS  Range  site  Guides. 

122-5  The  tact  that  Mescalero  Sands  is  targeted  tor 
special  management  (e.g.,  ACEC  designation.  Surface 
Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements,  and  Desired  Plant 
Community  proposals)  highlights  our  awareness  of  the 
biological  importance  otthe  area.  It  is  the  intent  otthe 
plan  to  outline  management  objectives  to  protect  and 
enhance  special  management  areas,  such  as 
Mescalero  Sands,  while  providing  tor  other  resource 
uses.  The  affected  environment  is  a summary  ot  a 
large  quantity  ot  information.  Detailed  information  on 
wildlife  species  in  the  shinnery  oak7dune  community  is 
in  various  published  literature,  including  studies 
conducted  by  other  agencies,  universities  and 
individuals.  We  do  have  sources  ot  information  that 
serve  to  guide  us  in  management,  such  as 
publications  from  Texas  Tech  University  dealing  with 
shinnery  oak  management. 


It  is  not  possible  tor  us  to  describe  the  ecological 
effects  of  livestock  grazing  and  chemical  treatment  on 
the  "ecological  integrity"  otthe  ecosystem,  because  no 
ecosystem  is  fully  understood.  The  types  of  studies 
required  to  obtain  this  information  would  be  very 
expensive,  and  would  need  to  be  conducted  over  a 
very  long  period  ot  time  and  in  a controlled  manner. 
We  do  not  know  what  the  ecosystem  was  like  prior  to 
man's  use  otthe  area  to  serve  as  a baseline.  We  are 
conducting  studies  on  the  sand  dune  lizard  and  lesser 
prairie  chicken,  but  these  are,  admittedly,  only  two 
species  out  ot  the  hundreds  ot  plants  and  animals  in 
the  ecosystem. 


122-6  Refer  to  response  104-6. 

122-7  The  Desired  Plant  Community  (DPC)  concept 
incorporates  the  needs  ot  wildlife,  resource  users  and 
the  land’s  capability  tor  producing  vegetation.  It 
requires  communication  with  all  interested  parties. 
The  DPC  proposed  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  tor  the 
shinnery  oak/dune  (SOD)  plant  community  serves  as 
a guideline,  and  attempts  to  strike  a balance  between 
range,  wildlife  and  watershed  needs.  BLM  specialists 
and  other  interested  parties  must  meet  to  develop 
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no  guarantees  that  wildlile  values  win  be  protected. 

Z l^ort  Stanton  Should  Be  Dosed  To  Domestic  Graiinfl 

Fort  Stanton  is  perhaps  the  most  unique  public  resource  In  the  Roswell  Resource  Area. 
It  is  nch  in  biological,  cultural  and  recreational  resources  yet  the  prelerred  alternative  in  lie 
plan  tails  to  address  the  lundamental  incompatibility  ol  HvestocX  grazing  in  the  area  Although 
the  area  is  designated  a BUM  r^ian  showcase  area,  sections  ol  the  Rio  Bonito  are  still 
treated  as  sacrifice  zones.  We  also  want  you  to  be  aware  ol  your  affirmative  responstoility  to 
consult  with  the  FWS  lor  each  parcel  concerning  the  affects  ol  livestock  grazing  on  the 
federally  listed  Kuenzier  Hedgehog  cactus. 

II  cattle  are  removed  from  this  watershed,  the  Rio  Bonito  could  become  an  ecologically 
rich  riparian  zone.  Cunently.  with  no  active  preference  on  the  lour  parcels  it  will  be  relatively 
easy  to  lormaily  end  grazing  without  significant  political  backlash.  In  my  opinion,  the 
communities  of  Fort  Stanton  and  Capitan  would  benefit  more  from  the  non-commodity  values 
assodated  with  a healthy  and  diverse  rparian  community  than  they  would  from  serving  the 
narrow  and  sell-serving  interests  of  4 livestock  producers. 


9 


3.  The  Rioafian-Wetlands  Community  Section  Ignores  BLM  PoliOf 

The  discussion  of  ripanan  communities  only  passingly  refers  to  the  BLM  riparian  policy 
signed  January  22.  1987.  The  objective  ol  that  policy  is  to  'mainuin.  restore,  or  improve 
riparian  values  to  achieve  a healthy  and  productive  ecological  cor>dition  for  maximum  long- 
term benefits."  Further,  the  R'panan-Wetiands  initiative,  which  was  a by-product  of  the  riparian 
policy,  established  a goal  of  restoring  and  maintaining  • riparian-wetlar^S  areas  so  that  75 
percent  or  more  are  in  proper  functioning  corxjilion  by  1997.  The  plan  must  ir>clude  an 
assessment  of  how  the  District  is  progresslr^g  to  meet  the  objectives  of  this  policy  For 
example,  what  percentage  of  your  npanan  acres  are  in  proper  functioning  condition,  and  what 
are  the  specific  management  methods  you  will  employ  to  ensure  that  you  comply  with  BLM 
riparian  policy? 


4.  Watershed  Manaaemeni  ignores  Ypur  ResDonsibJitv  to  Uphold  Slate  Water 
Quality  Standards, 

Although  the  plan  identifies  four  watersheds  that  are  susceptible  to  severe  gully 
erosion,  rx)  plan  is  established  to  ensure  that  these  areas  do  not  continue  to  violate  stale 
water  quality  starvjards.  Furthermore,  no  plan  i$  established  to  monitor  water  quality  in  these 
areas  as  required  by  the  Merr>ofartdum  of  Understanding  with  the  State  of  New  Mexico  dated 
2 S-92  (MOU-NM-355).  Unless  the  plan  calls  for  the  termination  of  degrading  activities,  such 
as  livestock  graizing  and  off  road  vehicle  use.  these  areas  will  violate  the  non-degradation 
standard  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (sec.313). 


specific  objectives  in  activity  plans  (e.g.,  habitat 
management  plans  or  allotment  management  plans) 
for  an  area  larger  than  just  a pasture  or  allotment.  No 
hard  and  fast  rules  are  being  proposed  In  the  RMP  for 
developing  and  meeting  these  objectives.  No  hard 
and  fast  figures  are  being  proposed  that  would  apply 
to  the  entire  SOD  community. 

The  DPC  concept  allows  us  to  evaluate  what  we 
would  like  to  accomplish,  to  Involve  interested  people 
in  helping  to  develop  objectives  for  a particular  area, 
and  to  reach  objectives  through  activity-level  planning. 
The  means  to  reach  objectives  could  include  practices 
such  as  varying  rest  periods,  the  amount  of  utilization 
and  stocking  rates,  and  installing  habitat  and  range 
improvement  projects. 

122-8  We  are  fully  aware  of  the  significance  of  the 
public  lands  at  Fort  Stanton,  which  Is  the  reason  for 
both  the  special  management  emphasis  directed  there 
and  the  proposed  ACEC  designation.  Livestock 
grazing  at  Fort  Stanton  is  strictly  controlled  by  the 
BLM.  We  have  more  management  flexibility  at  Fort 
Stanton  than  in  any  other  part  of  the  resource  area. 
Almost  the  entire  reach  of  the  Rio  Bonito  in  Fort 
Stanton  is  fenced  to  control  livestock  grazing,  without 
excluding  grazing.  No  section  of  the  Rio  Bonito  is 
treated  as  a "sacrifice  zone."  We  have  not  yet  fully 
implemented  the  various  projects  to  enhance  and 
protect  the  Rio  Bonito  through  direct  habitat  work, 
fencing,  watershed  improvement  and  use  restrictions. 
We  have  made  tremendous  progress  since  1990, 
when  we  regained  full  control  of  Fort  Stanton  from 
New  Mexico  State  University.  We  are  aware  of  our 
responsibilities  for  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service. 

122-9  There  are  factors  that  influence  our  capability 
to  produce  change  (improve  habitat)  which  are  not 
within  our  control.  For  example,  the  condition  of 
Pecos  River  riparian  areas  is  largely  determined  by 
water  flows  coming  downstream  from  Ft.  Sumner.  We 
do  not  control  the  flows  and  cannot  guarantee 
changes  in  the  riparian  community.  Changes  in 
administration  since  1987,  in  budgets,  and  in  priorities 
affect  our  capability  to  meet  policies.  Table  102  has 
been  revised  to  show  the  number  of  stream  miles  that 
are  in  proper  functioning  condition,  at  risk,  and  non- 
functioning. Definitions  of  these  characteristics  have 
been  added  to  the  Glossary.  Refer  to  Table  34  and 
the  Proposed  Plan.  Monitoring  of  riparian  condition 
through  various  methods  will  be  used  to  evaluate  our 
success  in  meeting  riparian  goals  and  objectives. 

122-10  In  addition  to  the  watersheds  identified  as 
being  susceptible  to  severe  gully  erosion,  others  were 
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5 , Areas  of  Crilicai  Environmental  Concern. 

We  support  the  desigrralion  of  S new  Areas  of  Cndcal  Environmental  Concern,  but 
believe  livestock  grazing  should  be  lerminated  in  each  ol  them  In  particular,  protection  of  fte 
uriK^je  vahrei  ol  the  Fort  Stanton,  Overflow  Wetlands  and  the  North  Pecos  ACEC'l  preckxJes 
ivcsiock  grazing. 

6 Oil  arxl  Gas  Restnctions  Ate  Inadecuale 

White  our  main  interest  in  this  planning  process  is  to  bnng  atxiut  the  end  to  livestock 
grazing  in  some  areas  and  better  livestock  management  in  other  areas,  we  also  believe  that 
more  should  be  done  to  limit  oil  and  gas  mdust/v  caused  degradation  of  public  lands  in  the 
RosweS  District.  We  Support  the  decision  to  permanently  close  614.000  acres  ol  public  land  to 
any  further  surface  development . We  think  that  additional  areas,  including  habitat  lor  listed 
plants  and  animals  and  all  the  proposed  ACEC's  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area,  should  be  olf- 
limits  10  further  oil  and  gas  leasing 

Thank  you  lor  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  important  management  plan.  Forest 
Guardians  looks  forward  to  the  adoptxin  of  our  recommendations  in  the  6nal  plan. 


Watershed  Protection  Program 
Forest  Guardians 

( 


identified  as  being  susceptible  to  long-term  soil  loss. 
Also,  stream  reaches  that  the  New  Mexico  Water 
Quality  Control  Commission  has  identified  as  not  fully 
supporting  designated  uses  are  listed  in  Chapter  3 
(Pages  3-24,  3-25,  and  3-59).  It  is  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  RMP/EIS  to  develop  site-specific  water  quality 
monitoring  plans  and  to  propose  specific  management 
for  these  waters.  All  Alternatives  (except  Alternative 
A,  which  would  continue  current  management) 
propose  developing  strategic  watershed  management 
plans  for  these  areas.  It  is  in  these  plans  that  site- 
specific  practices  to  meet  state  water  quality  standards 
would  be  established. 


Oozini  A^iocuuoiv  and  Oit  Independent  Pn/oleuni  A^socuuon  Se«  SkxMO 
■road  CoatimU  of  the  o^crtll  R.MF 

Thi J RMP  calls  fw  more  rejuliuons  and  mmctioiu  on  mou/ct  uvrs  • Ken  it  should  imptcmcm  »a>  t 
to  reduce  OAtnuhi  and  fTfulaoom  ImptemenUDoo  of  the  RMP  mould  increase  the  number  of  BLM  cmplo>ee* 
mheo  If  should  reduce  ihe  oun^  of  cmplosees  employed  bs  the  BLM. 

Ttus  RMP  IS  fooised  oo  pmerv  lOon  and  non  use.  • he#  « sbwild  as  required  tn  FLPMA  focus  oo 
mulupie  UK  and  sustained  >reld  of  resources  W'henc^eT  coe/licts  aoK  betmeeo  ihe  b\wioA  or  oil  aod  ps 
industnes.  and  rtcreaiion  or  mildJift  commercial  uoluatioo  is  aJ»a>s  ihe  loser  Even  m altcrTufi^e  C (the 
alle^laIl^e  ihai  is  supposed  lo  nuke  ihe  resources  as ailaWe  for  production  and  drelopmeni)  remoies  fsiNic  lands 
from  (razini.  and  oil  aod  ps  production 

BLM  must  oot  assume  oil  aod  gas  operaooos  aod  In  enock  gruing  adi  eivh  affects  other  lutunJ 
resources  Am  a^pisuncnts  for  thne  jnpacts  must  be  based  oo  CMdraoe  and  scietuific  proof,  ooi  speculaoon  and 
coQjecTure  Lncsiocfc  graaag  aod  oii  aod  gas  producooru  art  cowpaohie  •iii  ihe  emtroruneoi  aod  ait  act 
detnmenul  to  the  ecos>stem. 

Congress  has  airead'  ta  acreage  deemed  significani  oo  a oiooeul  basis  to  preserst  unique  resources 
fouod  in  souihcasiere  See  Mccjco  and  BLM  has  had  an  opportuaiti  to  declare  Wildenteu  StuA  Areas  under 
FLMPA  The  anempr  In  BLM  lo  informally  ’mubdra*"  land  frora  resource  uKrs  b>  forctng  no  Airfacc  occupancy 
scpulaDons  on  oil  and  gas  leases  m er  large  tracts  of  land  is  objected  lo  and  is  noi  necessary  The  RMP  should 
limit  the  areas  subject  to  special  supulaiions  The  Areas  of  Cnucal  EmuomnemaJ  Concern  proposed  le  the  RMP 
are  not  necessary  and  shmild  not  be  esubtished 

Manaacaieat  Commoe  to  all  Alteniahica 

PljcM4  iq)laa  .Tintnllra  •llh-  Vk  BLU  ■^tll  onh  p<irne  acquisinaii  o/lmdt  uunt  mrihodi 

that  mil  rrshti  in  no  n*l  fan  ofaertoft  anntd  or  manofrd by  tht  Jtdrral  fo^tmmrnt 


r.nntu  VUnJtcmclll 

1 Delete  V"  vtas  '»htn  ihttntn  ockitno  longer  trtoied.  rtdycnom  m Uvesiock  nunben.  oe  other 
chMtl  mnld  hr  impltmrnud.  l/ntrdrd  lo  ovad  con/licll  mth  monoftmtm  of  hobuat  for  tbr  Irurr  pranr 
chickrn  and  tbr  donri  lofrimih  lizord  Do  oot  ,pecul«£  Uva  IrMock  fnanf  ahench  efltni  tilhtr  ibe 
lesser  prainc  chicien  s or  dunes  sagebrush  luard  s habiiai 
2 Reroose  enure  references  lo  resmcnoni  on  act  #1/1  feoces  in  the  Macbo  NkXA  BLM  roust  adhere  to  sute 
fencun  requireracnu  Tlul  ptopoul  ptr>ciiu  ihetp  openootu  ftoo  wilizin*  > non  Irthnl  tnani  ol  praHlor 
conuol  b>  ()<c^eotlnt  U>cio  from  usui(  net  »m  fences  lo  ik)  m k«T«n|  prtdjlors  out  of  sboep  pnsnira 


3 Pag«  2-20  p»|  Ciame.VpUnd  Game  Habuat  Managemcril 

Retiw>t  lU  rtfereners  lo  ftKe  restnctions  on  BLM  nuivjsod  link  Tim  is  in  issue  ihii  •tU  cause  in  enormous 
iraouni  of  fncuoo  beruoeo  BLM  ind  pwiini  pennilees  The  net  result  •ill  be  i lots  in  »ildlifc  poynliuons 


123-1  This  letter  makes  the  same  points  as  letter 
#120. 
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P»gc  2-16?  LiNWiock  Ca^^n£  MaiuEcmem  Make  ihe  chaflfes 

1 Change  |otJ  lo  rt»d.  Goo/  f^rxmdt  for  coronurd Liytnock  Cr<u»g'»ufutt  ih<  Ror>^il  Dtstnct  Huh  ej(^cirni 
'Tian«}{e/ne<if  to  marnunn,  tmprovt.  and  monitor  range  condiDons 

2 Remove  H aierihed  and  wildlife  habuai  management  and  lixertock  producnon  needs  be  conaderrd 
eqnoll\  VVliN  a II  ihai  ilx  BLM  raise)  concerns  on  ho%»  Inesock  impacts  »ildStfc.  bui  never  adlrnso 
how  vkikHife  impocis  bvntock*^  Proper  livestock  gming  rrunagetrscm  benefits  u-Udli/e  and  aaurshed  proteciion 

3 iWo  funding  Loiprovcroenu.  pnontv  should  be  given  to  00  the  ground  needs  It  should  not  be  based  oo 
weather  or  not  an  AMP  exisis  on  a pamculai  aliouncot  Cning  pnontv  lo  aUocmcnis  »uh  AMP  s divennunates 
agunsi  allouDcni  holders  who  do  not  hive  as  AMP  for  whatever  reasoo 

4 The  paragraph  limning  average  sheep  numbers  to  50  or  less  per  secuoei.  within  the  Macho  should  he 
compieteh  deleted  This  unfurtv  regulates  suie  and  fee  lands  FurtheriDorc  n limiu  fic-vabiliiv  of  producers  to 
change  classes  of  Ia  esiock  as  markets  and  ccodiuons  wamm 

Page  2-176  Off-Hj£hw^  Vehicle  (OTv*i  Mafueemeni 

Adj  this  scniroce  to  Go*l  Proieci  ad>aceni  private  property  and  non-/ederal  Icmds  ftvm-encroocSmenl  ofOH\' 
use  If  the  BLM  is  going  to  ^ area  for  intense  OHN  use  BLM  mus  be  rcspoosibte  for  limiung  OHV  use 

bevood  designated  areas 

Replace  second  paragraph  with.  Jrrveniones  public  roiew.  and  transpertanon  pianrung  won/d  be  conducted  lo 
support  rc>ad-b\-road  deagnanons  for  roods  and  trails  suitable  for  off-h:gh»ay  use  Proposed  designations  are 
listed  in  Table  S'*  and  sho^n  on. Map  N 

Replace  fifth  paragraph  with.  The  Mescalerv  Sands  \orth  Oune  Ohf^  \rea  conssting  of  approximaieh  6J0  ocrei. 
>vould  be  designated  open  and  managed  ai  an  Intensive  OH)'  ise  Area  livestock  uould  be  fenced-oul  from 
about  20  acres  around  ezisting  developments  The  bounJanes  v»ouid  be  marked  to  reduce  irejpois  and  impact  to 
adjacent  federal,  stale  <rtd  private  Imds 

Replace  sielb  paragraph  with.  .4pprcin/w*:/e(v  l.liO  acres  at  the  Haystack  .\louniain  OHl  'Areo  msuld  be 
managed  as  an  OH)  Intensive  L'se  .ireo  and  designated  limited  lo  desgneted  roads  for  ail-terrain  vehicles  less 
f/ion  ^0  inches  in  >4idiA  .Von-niofonred  o/lAe //<n  J/ock  A/o«nti»«  0/fl  Arte  viould  be  aJIovixd  The 

boundaries  uould  be  marked  (o  reduce  trespass  and  impact  to  adjacent  federal  state  and  prwatt  lands  BLM  has 
failed  10  manage  this  OHN'  area  at  all  Trails  have  been  allowed  lo  be  established  without  am  guidance  or 
Iinuuuons  This  OHV  area  has  been  allowed  to  encroach  upon  priv  ate  and  state  lands 


Page  2- 1 7k  Surface  Waur  Maruf’ement  Oulm 

I Aienuie  water  sources  for  livestock  and  wildlife  must  first  be  developed  pnor  to  erecting  am  evcloscrs 
preventing  Inestock  from  water  sources 

Page  2-179  Water  Rights  Management 

I The  BLM  must  abide  bv  the  governing  water  laws  of  the  State  of  Sew  Mevaco  The  BLM  docs  not  have  am 
beneficial  use  of  water  under  New  Mc'oco  $ water  laws 

Page  2-181  Big  Came.'  L'obnd  Came  Habuai  Marugemem 

1 Change  ne>3  to  last  paragraph  on  the  kfl  suk  o/  page  to  read  as  follows  B>g  game  and  upiand gone  rraisplanis 
or  reintroducfion  s on  public  lands  vrould  be  conducted  »hen  cooperatively  prescribed  b\  the 
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filM  WffXiF  h\r\l'Kk  permilre  Prujrcted  iriinyp(nni\  nr  rcininHhiction'  include  hut  are  nut  limited  to 

I The  proposed  Kquisition  of  IS  96V  acres  of  naie  land,  and  8 84u  acres  of  private  land  within  the  Caprock 
'A'HA  and  3.52 1 acres  of  suie  land  in  the  Cotir  Hills  and  Pecos  Rjverdccr  managemcm  areas  are  unjustified  and 
art  op^xned  This  would  be  considered  as  an  anempi  to  future  limit  Inesiock  graemg  in  these  areas  The  deer 
po(ulauoft  on  Cedar  Hill  is  alreadv  verv  large,  and  has  benefited  from  improvements  designed  for  livestock  No 
fijtuie  management  power  ^ the  BLM  it  needed 

Pages  2-18?  through  2-191  Areas  of  Cnucal  Environmental  Concent 

The  Areas  of  Cnucal  Environmental  Concern  proposed  in  the  RVtP  are  not  neccssarv  and  should  not  be 
esiabltshed 


SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC 

Page  4-68  The  secuon's  operung  paragraph  needs  to  be  deleted  The  language  is  pureh  emotional  and  obvioush 
reflects  the  feelings  of  the  wnier 

Page  4-69  Livestock  Gra/ing  Management 

This  afproach  to  finding  the  average  value  of  livestock  production  per  acre  is  not  justifiable  Damn  and  feedlots 
livestock  production  per  acre  are  noo  corr^arable  to  ranch  livestock  producuoe  per  acre  Their  densitv  is  mam 
aiumaJs  per  acre,  while  the  densirv  ot>  BLM  allotmenu  is  mam  acres  pa  animal  unit  Neither  Oaines.  oor  feedlou 
operate  on  federal  lands  Chav  cs  counts  is  one  of  the  laigesL  and  highest  grossing  dairv  produang  counties  in  the 
L'&ited  Sum.  gning  an  unjustifiable  high  average  t'sing  the  value  ibe  RMP  establisbed  of  S19.33  doUan  pa 
acre  and  27.476  66  animal  units  run  on  BLM  allotments  anoualh.  I uumal  uoit  would  have  to  grows  S1.048  22 
per  vear  1 challenge  you  to  find  a BLM  gracing  ailouDcnt  that  averages  grouing  this  asouot  of  mooe> 

Cofooeot  Suamin 

This  R.MP  IS  an  attempt  bv  BLM  to  future  rtstnci  am  commeroal  use  of  the  oarural  resources  Ii  would  future 
enlarge  the  aJreadv  bulging  budget  wnhin  BLM  This  RMP  viill  also  encroach  upon  the  nghis  of  owners  of 
ad|)acea]  pnvaie  properrv  The  RMP  is  ndcOed  wnh  inaccurate  dau  Ii  does  not  back  up  claims  of  wildlife  habiut 
degridstion  with  saeniific  data  I issue  mv  finn  suppon  for  the  implcmenuiioo  of  The  Resouia  Lsers  Coalition 
Aliemauve  It  is  more  realistic  and  even  handed  in  bulanong  emircnmenial  and  resource  user  concems 


Roswell  NM  88201 
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124-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


124 

Public  Service  Company  of  New  Mexico 


March  1.  1995 


Ms  Lcslte  Cone,  Disinct  Miruger 
Bureau  of  Lartd  Maiugcmeiu 
ni7  West  Second  Streei 
Roswell.  NM  S8201 

R£  Resource  Mirugemeni  Plans.  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Areas 


Dear  Ms  Cone 


We  have  been  asked  lo  provide  convnenis  on  behalf  of  ihe  Gas  Company  of  New  Mexico 
(GCNM>  in  you  regarding  ihc  draft  Resource  Management  Plans  referenced  above.  As  we  did 
no<  receive  a copy  of  the  draft  documents  for  review . our  comments  are  necessarily  limited  in 
scope,  refemng  mainly  to  the  September  1994  Environmenul  Impact  Staiemeru 

BLM  is  to  be  commended  for  putting  together  a comprehensive  plan  that  aneinpts  to  balance 
the  competing  resource  use  and  conservation  issues  The  studies  appear  to  be  thorough  and 
technically  well-grounded 

Issues  of  concern  to  GONM  include  resirSctioits  on  leasing,  which  may  result  in  restrictions  on 
gas  supply  in  the  future  We  also  have  some  concerns  regarding  environmental  stipulations 
that  may  overlap  or  conflici  with  environmental  requirements  by  other  regulatory  agencies 
To  the  eitent  that  such  'duplication  of  effort*  can  be  avoided,  we  would  urge  you  to  seek 
jurisdictional  agreements  that  would  minimize  or  eliminate  conflicting  trundaies  by  regulatory 
auihonties 

W'e  thank  you  for  an  opportunirv  to  comment  If  you  wish  to  discuss  our  concerns  further, 
please  coruact  me  at  &44-2015. 


Toni  K.  Rjstau 

Director.  Envu-oomenul  Services 


cc:  L Boatman,  GCNM 

L Hatch.  GCNM 
M Christensen.  PNM 
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Ms.  Leslie  Cone, 

My  name  is  Joseph  J Pike,  I have  been  a rancher  all  of  ®y 
life,  sixty-six  years,  with  the  exception  of  time  spent  in  the 
Korean  conflict  in  the  Second  Infantry  Div. 

My  first  experience  with  Public  Lands  was  in  the  Mendocino 
Natl  Forest  and  on  lands  then  owned  by  Hillcone  Steatcship  Co,  lands 
called  the  Xnnadel,  which  is  now  a State  Park.  I cared  for  these 
lands  as  if  they  were  ay  own  and  they  were  extremely  beautiful.  The 
properties  are  in  Northern  Calif. 

My  next  association  was  with  the  Lower  Gila  Resource  and  while 
a permittee  I recieved  an  increase  on  the  permit.  Next  was  with  the 
Roswell  Resource.  At  all  times  I have  found  the  management  to  be 
helpful  if  one  complies  with  the  rules  set  forth  and  puts  out 
effort  to  maintain  the  forage,  waters  and  fences. 

I understand  the  multitude  of  problems  that  confront  all 
parties  involved  in  the  many  issues  on  Public  Lands  today.  I am 
very  pleased  with  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  Management  Plan  and 
hope  that  we  can  further  its  aims  and  goals. 

Sincerely 
/s/  Joseph  Pike 
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NEW  MEXICO  NATURAL  HISTORY  INSTITUTE 

17S0  Camino  Corralaa 
Santa  Fa,  New  Mailco  87S05 


David  Stout.  RMP  Team 
Roswell  Distnct,  BLM 
1717  W.  Second  Street 
Roswell.  NM  88201 


February  28,  1995 


Jil 


Pratt  RMP  cormtigitlarv 


Dear  Mr.  Stout 


We  appreciate  the  magnitude  ol  the  task  and  the  weight  ol  the  product. 

The  Institute  is  a group  ol  biologists  lounoed  in  1977  to  identity  and  protect  natural  values  in 
New  Mexico,  especially  by  designation  and  protection  ol  natural  areas.  So  we  are 
delighted  with  your  proposed  ACEC  designations,  all  five  include  (or  probably  include-we 
have  no  first-hand  knowledge  ol  Overflow  Wetlands)  considerable  elements  ot  biological 
interest.  We  advocate  maximal  protection  Irom  bvestock,  vehicles,  and  drills. 

Beginning  with  our  involvement  with  Mathers  Research  Natural  Area  15  years  ago  this 
institute  has  been  involved  in  Mescalero  Sands  issues,  and  I resinct  lurlher  comments  to 
that  area.  Although  most  ol  the  Oral!  RMP  increases  protections  lor  critical  areas,  your 
proposed  changes  tor  the  Sands  are  a mixed  bag 

Greater  protection  lor  the  South  Dunes  area  is  welcome,  espeaally  the  enlarged  area  ol 
livestock  and  OHV  exclusion  Acquisition  of  the  slate  and  pnvate  lands  is  cntical  to  ellective 
protection  Gaming  public  access  is  also  imponam.  not  because  we  want  to  make  visits  by 
the  public  easy  or  frequent  (that  would  endanger  me  natural  character  ol  the  preserve)  but 
because  off-road  vehicles  and  ranchers  who  open  gales  to  the  exclosure  (yes.  I'll  lestify  to 
that)  already  do  have  access,  and  access  for  policing  the  closure  is  important  We  do  not 
think  that  the  South  Dunes  should  be  developed  as  a recreational  or  tounst  site. 


Expansion  ol  the  North  Dunes  OHV  area  is  definitely  not  welcome.  Wearing  vanous  hats 
we  (individuals  who  later  founded  the  Institute)  have  opposed  this  OHV  playground  since 
1969,  and  still  bei.eve  it  to  be  a mistake  Nea'  US  380.  this  is  the  right  place  for  tounsl 
visits,  and  the  dramatic  dunes  are  a great  attraction.  But  pedestnan  use  is  dangerous  in  the 
presence  ol  a dune  buggy  coming  over  the  ridge,  and  camping  is  unpleasant  because  ol 
the  whine  of  the  motors.  Dune-buggy  use  is  harmful  to  vegetation  and  wildlife.  Perhaps 
even  at  this  late  dale  the  OHVs  could  be  excluded  Irom  the  northernmost  dunes  and  given  a 
run  to  Middle  Dunes,  which  would  be  safer  all  round  Bui  at  least  they  should  not  be  given 
even  more  of  the  North  Ounes.  as  proposed  There  are  extensive  free  (but  lower)  dunes  m 
northern  Eddy  County,  i'  a large  playground  is  needed 


iWe  obiect  to  vegetative  manipulation  m Vame's  Research  Natural  Area  proposed  on  p 2- 
166  Apparently  this  has  already  happened  m connection  with  Cha'Ies  Painter  s lizard 
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research,  if  so  it  was  a violation  ol  natural-area  protection  to  assign  him  a study-plot  that 
required  manipulation  within  natural-area  boundanes  Natural  areas  are  'controP  areas  lor 
experiments  conducted  elsewhere. 

We  do  not  understand  the  Draft  RMP  s proposals  for  management  of  larger  pieces  ol  the 
Mescalero  Sands  in  which  the  above-diseussed  specific  areas  are  located  Over  the  years 
various  names  have  been  used  lor  variously  defined  areas  north  and  south  from  US  380: 
Mescalero  Sands  Planning  Unit  (MFP  1972),  Mescalero  Sands  Complex  (East  Chaves 
MFP,  1976,  EAR  NM-060-77-881  in  1977-78),  Mescalero  Sands  Archeological  Distnct 
(1976),  Caprock  Wildlife  Habitat  Area  (Plan  in  1980).  Caprock  Deer  Management  Area, 
176.000-acres  ol  "occupied  lesser  prame  chicken  range"  (Grazing  EIS  1979),  245,000 
acres  ol  "core  prame  chicken  areas"  (Draft  RMP  p 2-163).  and  others.  As  m some  of  the 
preceding  documents,  it  s not  always  clear  in  the  Draft  RMP  which  management  decisions 
are  being  replaced  by  new  management  deasions.  espeaally  m view  ol  this  document  s 
referring  lo  and  accepting  most  deasions  of  ils  predecessors  (p.  i • 1 5).  i lake  it  that  the 
grazing  systems  (16-to-24-  month  rest  penods  required;  1979  p 1-6).  the  25%  maximum 
use  ol  sand  bluestem  (1979  p 3-38),  and  the  6565  acres  of  livestock  exclosures  (1979  p.  1- 
6)  that  are  now  required  in  occupied  prame  chicken  habitat  are  proposed  lo  be  canceled’ 
The  1979  document  for  good  reasons  forbade  control  ol  shm-oak.  the  1984  MFP 
Amendment  on  a false  basis  permitted  that  control,  but  the  program  ended  in  1993:  what 
does  the  Draft  RMP  do  on  this  score’-l  find  no  prohibition  ol  killing  oaks  except  in  occupied 
by  the  dune  sagebrush  lizard  (p  2-166);  do  allusions  lo  "areas  where  shmnery  oak  is  no 
longer  treated"  (p.  2-15)  refer  lo  lizard  areas  or  lo  something  else? 

In  any  event,  there  seems  lo  be  a considerable  retreat  from  the  1979  Grazing  ElS's 
protections  lor  the  prame  chicken  and  for  the  shmnery  community  Few  protective 
guidelines  lor  the  community  are  apparent  m the  Oral!  RMP  except  restnctions  on  oil-and- 
gas  operations  that  disturb  prairie  chickens  and  lizards  and  on  brush  conlrot  in  lizard 
habitat.  Restrictions  on  wildfire  in  Caprock  WHA  (p  2-184).  on  the  other  hand,  seem  loo 
stnct.  Puzzled  and  disappointed,  we  object  to  loss  of  protection  for  the  shmnery-an  ancient, 
non-reproducing  community  that  BLM  has  often  and  correctly  called  "unique,  but  which 
BLM  has  failed  to  protect,  inasmuch  as  1979  s proleclons  were  never  carr.ed  out  and  now 
seem  to  be  disappearing 

Sincerely, 


126-1  We  believe  the  continued  use  of  the  North 
Dunes  area  by  OHVs  is  preferable  to  opening  a new 
use  area  in  the  Middle  Dunes.  Development  already 
has  occurred  at  the  North  Dunes,  good  access  exists 
from  the  highway  to  the  dunes,  which  is  important  for 
users  of  the  area  and  in  case  of  an  emergency,  and 
the  area  is  known  to  recreationists.  To  develop  the 
Middle  Dunes,  we  would  have  to  develop  a new,  all- 
weather  road,  fence  the  area,  and  install  new  facilities 
in  a area  that  is  relatively  undisturbed.  We  are 
concerned  that  development  and  use  of  the  Middle 
Dunes  as  an  OHV  area  would  lead  to  more  off-road 
use  in  the  South  Dunes  NNL  and  proposed  ACEC. 
The  farther  away  the  OHVs  are  from  the  South  Dunes, 
the  better,  for  both  vegetation  and  wildlife.  Also,  refer 
to  response  115-3. 

126-2  We  are  not  proposing  vegetation  treatments  in 
the  Mathers  RNA  as  your  comment  asserts.  We  said 
in  the  Draft  RMP  that  research  studies  may  entail  the 
use  of  vegetation  treatments.  The  purpose  of  a 
research  natural  area  is  provide  for  scientific  study, 
research,  and  demonstration,  of  a near-climax  stand  of 
bluestem  and  shinnery  oak,  in  this  case.  The  91 
acres  within  the  fenced  area  are  undisturbed;  some  of 
the  area  outside  the  fence  has  been  grazed  by 
livestock  or  disturbed  by  man's  activities.  It  is  possible 
that  some  future  scientific  study  or  research  would 
entail  vegetation  treatments.  We  have  not  conducted 
herbicide  treatments  in  the  242-acre  RNA  and  do  not 
expect  to;  treatments  have  been  conducted  in  the 
vicinity.  Neither  is  it  correct  that  vegetation 
manipulation  was  conducted  in  connection  with  Charlie 
Painter's  lizard  study.  We  have  modified  our  proposed 
management  of  the  RNA  with  respect  to  livestock 
grazing.  Refer  to  response  87-17. 

126-3  The  Mescalero  Sands  ecosystem  has  subunits 
called  the  Mescalero  Sands  ACEC,  the  Mathers  RNA, 
and  the  North  Dune  Recreation  Area.  The  whole  area 
also  is  known  as  the  Caprock  Wildlife  Habitat  Area 
(WHA),  designated  by  the  Caprock  Habitat 
Management  Plan  prepared  in  1981.  The  WHA 
boundary  encompasses  four  of  the  five  prairie  chicken 
core  areas  and  a majority  of  the  Caprock  Deer 
Management  Area.  This  HMP  will  be  revised  upon 
approval  of  the  RMP  and  will  address  an  ecosystem 
approach  to  management.  The  names  of  the  areas 
will  no  longer  be  as  important  as  the  way  the  lands  will 
be  managed. 


'■  RogerP«jefs 
Secretary^ 


The  16  to  24  month  rest  periods  were  originally 
recommended  for  only  four  allotments.  We  have 
determined,  however,  that  we  inadvertently  included  a 
section  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  on  rest  treatments  on 
allotments  in  the  Caprock  Wildlife  Habitat  Area.  Refer 
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to  Alternative  A,  page  2-38  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  In 
fact,  that  1979  management  decision  v\^as  rescinded 
by  the  Roswell  Management  Framework  Plan 
Amendment  of  1984.  The  text  has  been  modified  to 
reflect  that  change.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

There  are  many  allotments  in  the  Mescalero  Sands 
ecosystem  that  require  special  attention.  The  rest 
period  management  option  was  retained,  but  without 
a specific  time  period.  Conditions  may  change  which 
could  require  less  rest  to  reach  a vegetative 
composition  that  meets  the  Desired  Plant  Community 
objective.  Or,  more  rest  could  be  needed  due  to  lack 
of  rainfall  or  following  vegetative  treatments. 

The  25  percent  maximum  use  of  sand  bluestem  has 
been  changed  to  no  more  than  45  percent  utilization 
of  the  current  years'  growth,  as  a general  rule. 
Depending  on  vegetative  production  for  the  previous 
and  current  year,  this  figure  may  be  less  due  to  lack 
of  vegetative  production  or  greater  when  range 
conditions  improve.  To  meet  DPC  objectives,  specific 
grazing  systems  would  be  developed  for  allotments 
within  the  Caprock  WHA. 

The  original  exclosure  recommendation  came  from  the 
1979  prairie  chicken  study  by  Dr.  C.  A.  Davis.  It  and 
was  carried  forward  into  the  1979  East  Chaves 
Management  Framework  Plan,  but  was  rescinded  in 
the  1984  Roswell  Management  Framework  Plan 
Amendment.  The  study  also  stated  that  exclosures 
probably  could  not  serve  as  viable  substitutes  for 
large-scale  restoration  of  the  range  as  a whole,  and 
that  the  amount  of  fencing  required  to  scatter  sizeable 
exclosures  throughout  the  planning  unit  would  be  too 
expensive  for  implementation  (Davis  1979).  The 
decision  was  never  implemented  due  to  public  protest. 
As  an  alternative  to  constructing  numerous  small 
exclosures,  a program  of  shinnery  oak  control  was 
begun. 

The  RMP  text  has  been  modified  to  include  the  option 
of  constructing  exclosures  as  a wildlife  habitat 
improvement  technique  to  protect  important  habitat 
features  such  as  significant  prairie  chicken  booming 
grounds,  sand  dune  lizard  occupied  habitat,  shinnery 
oak/tall  grass  reflective  of  a Desired  Plant  Community 
(DPC)  for  wildlife,  and  other  sites.  Refer  to  the 
Proposed  Plan  and  Table  34. 

There  may  be  areas  where  shinnery  oak  control  using 
herbicides  would  no  longer  be  allowed,  including 
occupied  habitat  for  the  sand  dune  lizard.  We  are  not 
ruling  out  chemical  control  of  shinnery  oak,  but  will  fine 
tune  the  manner  and  amount  of  treatment,  and 
subsequent  grazing  systems  based  on  the  constraints 
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developed  for  vegetation  management  (DPC).  This 
would  be  accomplished  at  the  activity  planning  level. 
Areas  that  have  not  exceeded  the  DPC  threshold  for 
shinnery  oak  composition  would  not  be  treated. 
Shinnery  oak  control  with  herbicides  would  be  allowed 
in  areas  that  exceed  the  threshold  and  are  not  in 
conflict  with  wildlife  habitat  concerns.  Shinnery  oak 
control  would  be  on  a much  smaller  scale  than  in  the 
past  and  weighed  more  toward  achieving  the  DPC 
than  to  grass  production  for  livestock. 
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: DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

^ V ; STATE  OF  NEW  MEXICO 

^ / Bo«  300Crt  Depi  )lf9 

Lu  Cn«cn  Meaico  IIODJ  1003 
Tctcp»MfK(303}6«6-XXr 

Febfuiry  21,  1995 


Divid  Slout,  KMP/EIS  Tcvn  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Managemem 
Rorwtd  Dinrici  Office 
1717  Wefl  2nd  Slreei 
Rorwell.  NM  M201 

Dear  Mr  Slout 

Tlar  lenet  ii  lo  provide  conunenn  for  the  Rorwefl  Reiource  Area  Draff  Resource  Area 
Management  Plarv'Environmenial  Impact  Sutement  (draff  RMP/EIS)  Ahhough  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  Draff  Resource  Area  Management  Plan  Amendmertf/EnvirorwnentaJ  Impact 
Statement  it  included  as  pan  of  the  entire  draff  doaimetrt,  the  department  does  not  have  any 
comments  concerning  this  amendment  at  this  time  As  much  as  possible  these  comments  wil 
address  the  draff  RMP/EIS  in  a chrooologicaJ  fashion  beginrting  with  the  summary  of  altemativti 

Concerning  LfVESTOCK  found  on  page  S- 1 1,  the  department  supports  the  continued  use  of 
aHounent  categoruation  and  use  allocations  from  the  East  RosweD  Gracing  EIS  (1979)  and  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  Management  Framewort  Plan  /EIS  (1984)  as  the  basis  for  decision 
making  concerning  livestock  gracing  in  Uie  Roswell  Resource  Area  This  mcludes  the  practice  of 
changing  liveslock  use  allocations  based  on  monitoring  dau  This  comment  can  be  applied  to 
iindar  sUtemenU  found  in  the  draff  RMP/EIS  on  page  1-15,  PurpoK  and  Need,  Liveslock 
Gracing,  and  on  page  2-15,  Management  Common  to  All  Ahemativea,  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 
MANAGEMENT  The  department  further  supports  the  concept  of  revising,  developing,  or 
implementing  allotment  management  plans  to  achieve  Desired  Plant  Community  Objectives  with 
emphasis  on  prepanng  plans  on  all  T category  allotments  and  on  "M‘  category  allotments  where 
conditions  warrant 

Concerning  VEGETATION  MANAGEMENT  found  on  page  S-12,  the  department  supports  the 
use  of  the  Desired  Plant  Community  (DPC)  concept  as  presented  in  the  draff  RhdP/ElS  Tba 
corwnent  also  extendi  to  references  made  to  DPC  on  pages  S-43,  M6,  and  2-165  Appendix  II 
in  the  draff  RMP/EIS  provides  a thorough  explanation  of  the  DPC  development  process,  baseSae 
vegeution  data  and  data  collection  procedures,  and  the  DPC  concept  in  general  The  use  of  DPC 
is  a positive  move  towards  establishing  management  which  provides  for  the  desired  vegetational 
community  rather  than  the  ecological  climax  community  The  implementation  of  DPC  must 
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Roswefl  Drift  RMP/EIS 
Fcbruvy  2S.  1995 
PieeS 

ilwiyi  be  biliftced  between  the  objective*  or  ouicome*  (i  * . ^ DP*  ^ composition  of 
vegetitioQ  which  is  desired)  in  relition  lo  the  area's  poteolial  to  produce  that  outcome  Site 
potential  must  be  Kcxintdy  assessed  prior  to  developing  marMgement  for  DPC  AddhioniDy, 
using  the  DPC  concept  requires  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLXf)  firmly  esuMish 
what  types  of  vegetational  communities  wiQ  best  meet  the  planrung  goals  and  objectives  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS 

In  this  same  section  on  page  $*12,  the  department  supports  the  csubGshmeiii  of  45  percent 
maximum  utiEzatioo  levels  on  annual  plant  production.  This  comment  also  appGes  to  similar 
sutements  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  made  on  pages  $*39.  Summary  of  Impacts  (To  V^cutioQ 
Resources^  and  page  2*166,  Ahemative  E (Preferred)  VEGETATION  MANAGEMENT. 

Cooceming  Prescribed  Tire  under  FIRE  MANAGEMENT  found  on  page  S-25,  the  department 
supports  using  management  ignited  prescribed  fires  to  help  achieve  the  DPC  This  comment  also 
applies  to  information  presented  on  page  S*26  and  page  2*1S3,  Ahemadvc  E (Preferred)  FIRE 
MANAGEMENT  of  the  draft  RMPEIS  Achieving  DPC  may  be  accompTished  through  natural 
succe&sioA,  managemeni  action,  or  both  Natural  or  prescribed  fires  are  one  management  tool 
which  can  help  to  Cadlhaie  the  DPC  concept 

Cortcerrung  the  Overllow  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  CorKern  (ACEC)  on  page  S-26,  what 
will  be  the  method  used  to  acquire  the  1 .700  aaes  of  state  and  2, 1 00  aaes  of  private  lands  with 
riparian  values  which  are  deemed  r>ecessary  for  the  proper  management  of  this  ACEC?  This 
comment  also  app5es  to  the  North  Pecos  R/ver  ACEC  (page  S*2S.  1,160  aaes  of  state  and  l.tSO 
acres  of  private  Urtd).  the  Mescilero  Sands  ACEC  (page  S*29,  1,800  aaes  of  state  and  320  acres 
of  private  land),  the  Ft  Stanton  ACEC  (page  S*30,  1480  aaes,  ownership  not  identified),  and  the 
Cave  ACEC  (4,920  aaes  of  private  land)  Table  3 on  page  S-37,  Summary  of  Impacts  (To  Lands 
and  Realty  Resources),  provides  some  clarification.  'Various  methods  of  land  ownership 
adjustmeot  would  be  considered  and  accomplished  . The  preferred  method  of  disposal  would  be 
exchange,  sirtce  the  exchange  method  tends  to  balance  the  impacts  of  disposal  with  those  of 
acquishioa*  Irtformatiofi  on  page  1*12,  under  Land  Tenure  Adjustment,  only  provides  a priority 
or  system  of  zoning  lands  for  acquisition  or  disposal  by  the  BLM  based  on  location  whhm  the 
resource  arcc  Appendix  I,  ACQUISITION  AND  DISPOSAL  CRITERIA,  only  serve*  lo  clarify 
the  criteria  for  determining  the  suitability  of  lands  proposed  for  acquisition  or  disposal  by  the 
BLM  The  draft  RMPEIS  does  not  substantively  outline  the  methods  which  will  be  used  to 
acquire  lands  whhin  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  The  department  opposes  the  use  of 
condemnation  a*  a method  to  acquire  lands  deemed  necessary  for  properly  managing  the 
resources  within  the  RosweD  Resource  Area.  This  applies  lo  the  resource  area  as  a whole  or  as 
individual  management  units  within  the  resource  area  such  as  ACECs  The  department  supports 
the  disposal  or  acquisition  of  lands  throu^  exchange  or  purchase  providing  H is  underpinned  by 
the  concept  of  willing  buyer  and  willing  seller  Tbc  department  wtO  r»o(  support  any  martagement 
prescriptions  presented  by  this  plan,  or  management  actions  resulting  from  the  adoption  of  this 


127-1  The  RMP/EIS  states  the  preferred  method  of 
disposal  would  be  exchange.  One  of  the  objectives  of 
the  land  exchange  process  is  to  consolidate  public 
land  holdings  to  provide  more  efficient  management. 
The  exchange  process  requires  the  BLM  to  publish 
notices  of  proposed  exchanges.  An  environmental 
analysis  is  also  required  and  provides  an  opportunity 
for  public  comments.  Exchanges  are  routinely  initiated 
by  private  parties  or  the  State  and  would  be  pursued 
if  the  opportunity  arises.  This  means  that  BLM  would 
pursue  acquisition  if  there  was  a willing  private  seller 
or  if  the  State  of  New  Mexico  indicated  an  interest  in 
exchanging  lands.  Also  refer  to  responses  28-57  and 
29-2. 
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plan,  which  deprive  any  landowner  of  the  right  to  own  property,  or  restrict  the  viable  and 
reasonable  use  of  that  property  The  takings  issue  is  sometimes  i complex  one.  however,  should 
the  BLM  pursue  certain  lands  for  acquisition,  it  should  do  so  in  close  cooperation  and 
consuKition  with  the  landowners  involved 

The  comments  in  the  previous  paragraph  also  apply  to  page  2*20,  Ahernative*.  Managemeni 
Common  to  AD  Alternative*,  Wilderness  Management  which  fUtes,  *Ai  opporTunilies  arise,  the 
BLM  would  pursue  the  acquisition  of  about  10,000  acres  of  stale  end  priv«e  lands  in  and 
adjaceru  to  the  WSAi,  lo  enhance  manageabOity  and  to  provide  unimpaired  access  * Addhionafty, 
on  page  2-20,  WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT.  Big  OameAJpland  Game  Habitai 
Management,  states  u one  method  of  improving  big  game  habitat  expansioe  and  movement  ii, 
'Acquiring  privately  owned  fences  buih  aaoss  public  lands  * Both  of  these  sutements  should 
only  be  exercised  using  the  principle  of  willing  buyer/wilUng  seOer 

The  BLM  should  clarify  sutements  made  in  Table  3,  Summary  of  Impacts  (To  Lands  and  Realty 
Resources)  Under  Land  Ownership  Adjustments.  Ahematives  B and  E arc  not  understandable 
due  to  the  omission  of  key  wording  or  perhaps  a misprint  Ahemstive  B suies,  'The  acquisition 
of  95.579  aaes  of  noo-federal  and  up  to  3,000  aaes  of  oon-federal  land  along  the  Rio  Bonho 
could  occur  * Ahemative  E states,  'Same  as  alternative  B except  the  sequisitioA  of92,926  aaes 
of  oon-federal  land  and  up  lo  3,000  aaes  could  occur ' 

The  department  supports  language  included  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  in  Table  3,  Summary  of 
Impacts  (To  Watershed  Resources)  and  (To  Wildlife  Resources)  concerning  the  use  of  chemica] 
controls  to  manipulate  vegeution  to  improve  both  watershed  and  wildlife  habiui  conditiooa 
Beneficial  impacts  to  DPC,  which  include  watershed  ar>d  wildlife  consideratiofts,  will  occur  more 
rapidly  in  areas  where  appropriate  chemical  control  measures  have  been  implemented 
Additionally  the  BLM  has  provided  sufficient  language  in  these  sections  to  insure  that  ground  ar>d 
surface  «>-aier  resources  are  adequately  proteaed  and  managed  in  relatioo  to  using  vegetative 
chemical  control  methods 

Concerning  Ahematives  • Managcmcm  Common  to  All  Ahemative*,  PEST  MANAGEMENT,  on 
page  2*15,  the  department  lupport*  allowing  the  treatment  of  noxious  weed  species,  identified  by 
the  state,  to  be  coordinated  and  conducted  with  county  governments  Additionally,  the 
department  supports  the  appropriate  use  of  chemical,  mechanical,  and  biological  methods  of 
control 


Concerning  Table  19,  Comparison  of  Changes  in  Crazing  Animal  Unit  Months  by  Ahemativt, 
RofweD  Resource  Areai,  on  page  2-41,  the  total  change  in  animal  unit  months  if  all  proposals  are 
implemented  for  ahematives  B.  C.  D,  and  E do  not  add  up  correctly  The  total  of  the  individual 
impacts  from  ACEC  management,  surface  disturbances  due  to  od  and  gas,  disposal  of  public 


127-2  The  bullet  "Acquiring  privately  owned  fences 
built  across  public  lands"  on  page  2-20  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  has  been  deleted,  although  current 
regulations  do  allow  for  this  action,  when  necessary. 
The  language  regarding  modification  of  net  wire  fences 
has  been  modified  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

127-3  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

127-4  Table  19  has  been  corrected  and  reprinted  in 
the  Final  RMP. 
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Itndt.  «c  fix  ihcM  (bur  ihcmativa  do  dm  «)uiI  the  Escd  loub  The  BLM  Amid  check  die 
fi^irtt  Ejted  ia  ihii  table  (or  these  ahematim. 


Concertiinc  Ahemttivts  • Ahemaiiv*  E (Prafemd),  LIVESTOCK  GKAZING  NdANACEMENT 
n ftft  2-165,  the  deparunem  aipporu  the  continued  implcnteniatioo  of  langeland  unprovcffloia 
and  vetetation  treaunenuto  improve  or  nuintaiB  fixape  productioe  and  raoft  coodiiioiia,  achieve 
the  DPC,  and  prtrvide  lor  watershed  proiectioa  and  wddhfc  hahitaL 
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Canceraini  VEGETATION  MANAGEMENT  on  die  same  pefc  and  aktnalive.  the  depenmant 
mipports  the  following  statement  lelated  to  DPC,  *In  al  caaea,  an  ecological  ate  mutt  be  capalik 
o((]  atuining  the  DPC  through  natural  luccesaian,  nanagemeni  action,  or  both.*  [onphaiit 
added]  See  paragraph  I 3 of  this  letta  (or  additional  darilicatioa. 

Concerning  Riperian- Wetlands  Community  uiida  VEGETATION  MANACBifENT,  Ahernative 
E (preferred)  on  page  2-I7I,  why  hasnT  the  BLM  prepared  tod  presented  management  otyectnea 
for  riparian-wetlands  community  managemcM^  The  draft  RMP/EIS  idcMilles  that  there  are 
aineody  no  management  objectives  based  on  the  Ecological  Range  Site  Goals  concept,  and  the 
euCTeni  Soil  Conservatioo  Service  range  sisc  descriptioot  do  oM  adequately  describe  pMenial 
plan  oommunitica  lor  riparian-wetland  areaa  Why  than,  bet  the  BLM  bBed  to  developed  and 
present  draft  management  objectives  for  these  areas  io  the  draft  RMP/EIS  Tbit  would  alow  (or 
elTecttvc  review  and  comment  by  intereacd  panics  and  the  general  pubGc  concerning  pMcntial 
managemeM  objectives  in  riparian-wetlands  communities.  Increasing  cmphesii  hat  been  placed 
on  riparian-wetland  managemen  and  its  interrelationship  to  walcrtb^  comfidons  and  mtCT 
quafily  The  draft  RMP/EIS  it  dcftcienl  in  outlining  the  management  objectives  which  may  affect 
hvestock,  v^etation,  sod,  and  watershed  management  to  include  surface  and  ground  water 
quafily 

Concerning  Ahernatives  - Ahernative  E (Preferred),  WATERSHED  MANAGEhfENT,  Sol 
Management,  on  page  2-177,  the  departmera  supports  the  language  which  relerences  the  use  of 
Best  bdanagemem  Practices  (BMPs)  for  addres^  non-poiia  source  pofludon  giving  ftiB 
consideratioo  to  the  environmental  beneftu  u well  as  the  economic  costs  of  the  BMPs 
/kddhionaOy,  the  practice  of  developing  and  implementing  strategic  watershed  management  plans 
(or  watersheds  which  have  a high  potential  to  respond  to  treatment  will  insure  that  the  plans  are 
economically  sound  and  the  projects  wO  yield  positive  results 

Concerning  the  same  Ahernative  and  sectioa.  Water  Rights  Management,  the  department 
supports  the  acquisition  and  perfection  of  water  rights  m complitnce  with  the  appropriate  laws 
and  regulations  of  the  Slate  of  New  Mexico  to  include  the  adjudication  process  fix  these  same 
riglaa  Perltaps  more  appropriate  wording  fix  this  section  would  be.  To  the  extera  allowed  by 
the  law  of  the  Sute  ofNew  Mexico,  the  United  Stiles  apply  for  water  rights  in  accordance 

rvith  New  Mexico  state  water  laws  assuming  and  complying  with  any  and  al  proceAires  and 
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processes  exikcted  of  any  appTicanl  The  application  docs  hm  expreu  or  in^  any  direct  or 
infirtet  right  or  tide  to  the  use  or  ownership  of  water  within  the  State  ofNew  Mexico  above  that 
of  any  other  appficaia' 
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Concernii«  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES,  LIVESTOCK  CRAZING,  Impacts  of 
Managemctl  Common  to  AB  Ahemadvet,  on  page  4-17,  every  eflbtt  diould  be  made  by  the 
BLM  to  coordnau  with  permittees  to  install  antelope  passei,  lower  (bneea,  or  mo^  Ibncea  fix 
aieelope  or  mule  dear,  u covered  by  current  BLM  regulations  and  (bace  nandards,  rather  than 
efiminating  ftrlurt  use  or  removing  existing  use  of  netwirc  lancing.  Addhaonily,  the  BLM  must 
comply  with  al  sute  fiotcing  tundards  and  regulatioiss  as  provided  by  New  bdesdoo  Staortca 
Disallowing  the  use  of  netwire  fencing  will  severely  Emil  the  kinds  and  amounu  of  SexMhy 
which  may  be  required  in  many  sheep  and  goal  operations  From  the  aspects  of  cSectivc 
rotational  herd  management  as  well  u predator  coelroC  the  coruinuad  use  of  netwire  lencing  a an 
iMegral  part  of  most  if  dm  all  sheep  and  goat  operationa 

AdtSdonaBy,  removing  m eliminating  netwire  (tneing  wll  decrease  the  earning  potential, 
production  versadRy,  and  invenmeM  value  of  a ranch  unit  Without  netwire  fcrsdng,  potential 
fiveetock  produedoa  win  be  Emhed  to  cattle  only  Permits  which  no  longer  have,  or  are  unaUc  to 
maintain,  the  capability  to  produce  cattle,  sheep,  and  goats,  may  lose  Incremeotal  and  possible 
aubsundal  values  ia  tM  (brm  of  pMential  return  on  original  investment,  u well  u the  current 
associated  resale  x market  value 

The  BLM  ihould  idend^  the  types,  and  quantify  the  severity,  of  tny  end  il  possible  detrimental 
economic  crsnsequences  which  miy  occur  ue  resuh  of  implemeniing  this  lecdoe  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  The  BLM  thoukj  also  explore  end  evaluate  ell  ehemadve  methods  for  bditatinf 
wildlife  movements  prior  to  considering  complele  removal  of  easing  or  efuTuntdofl  of  ftiturt 
netwire  fencing 
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Lastly,  in  svliat  rvtys  and  to  what  degree  wfll  the  regulatory  changes  proposed  in  P,nngdand 
Reform  94  affect  any  or  all  parts  of  the  Ro swell  draft  RMP/EIS  W3I  the  draft  RMP/EIS  require 
Bjbstandal  revidon,  making  the  elTorts  end  results  of  the  planning  and  review  process  tubsandaOy 
nuD  and  void?  Perhaps  the  BLM  should  publish  • summary  of  the  kindt  and  types  of  changes 
wluch  may  occur  to  the  Roswel  draft  RMP/EIS  due  to  Rangeland  Reform  94  prior  to  preparing  a 
Bnal  versiott  This  would  aDow  for  adequate  public  review  tad  comment  concerning  the 
inticipeled  changes 


The  formal,  layout,  maps,  tables,  and  tppendiccs  of  the  Roswefl  draft  RMP/EIS  were  presented  in 
a manner  which  allowed  for  effectivt  evaluation,  review,  and  comment  of  the  plen’t  conltnls 
Tlut  deptnmeni  appreciates  the  degree  of  professionaEsm  cxhilMed  by  Ibe  BLM  stalTin 
providiiy  a reasonable  range  of  ahcmaiivet  u required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA).  However,  per  NEPA  the  issues  presenter]  in  this  letter,  as  well  as  a full  end  detailed 


127-5  Range  site  descriptions  are  being  developed  for 
riparian-wetland  areas  throughout  the  West  with 
oversight  from  the  Nation  Soil-Range  Team  comprised 
of  personnel  from  the  BLM  and  the  USDA,  Natural 
Resource  Conservation  Service  (formerly  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service).  When  the  descriptions  are 
completed  for  this  area,  we  will  be  able  to  establish 
DPC-based  management  objectives. 

127-6  Refer  to  response  28-31. 

127-7  The  section  reference  in  the  comment  refers  to 
the  Macho  Wildlife  Habitat  Area,  which  requires 
special  management  actions.  The  fencing 
requirements  for  the  Macho  WHA  are  described  on 
page  2-15  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  limitation  on 
netwire  fencing  is  limited  to  new  Internal  pasture 
fences.  Coordination  with  permittees  is  necessary  for 
successful  management  of  the  WHA.  Also,  refer  to 
responses  28-27,  28-28,  46-1 , 73-4,  and  89-7. 

127-8  The  removal  or  elimination  of  netwire  could,  to 
a degree,  adversely  affect  sheep  and  goat  operations. 
But,  proposals  in  the  RMP  minimize  the  adverse 
affects  on  the  value  of  permits.  The  RMP  does  not 
propose  to  remove  or  eliminate  all  netwire  fencing. 
The  criteria  to  be  used  with  regard  to  modifying 
existing  netwire  fencing  is  listed  on  page  2-15  of  the 
Draft  RMP.  We  have  further  clarified  the  criteria  in  the 
Proposed  Plan  by  discussing  future  changes  in  class 
of  livestock.  The  BLM’s  policy  and  guidelines  on  the 
reconstruction  of  existing  projects,  including  netwire 
fencing,  provide  that  a project  may  be  reconstructed 
under  the  design  standards  of  the  original  permit  or 
project.  The  RMP  has  been  modified  and  the 
Proposed  Plan  clarifies  that  no  new  internal  pasture 
fences  of  netwire  would  be  constructed  across  public 
lands  on  allotments  within  the  Macho  WHA  that 
support  antelope.  This  would  have  minimal  impact, 
because  existing  netwire  fencing  generally  would  be 
retained.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

127-9  We  are  not  proposing  a wholesale  fence 
removal  and  modification  program,  nor  are  we 
proposing  to  rely  only  on  fence  modification  to 
facilitate  habitat  expansion  and  wildlife  movement.  Big 
game  habitat  expansion  and  movement  can  be 
improved  by  these  methods,  but  we  would  employ 
them  only  when  opportunities  arise.  There  also  is  the 
problem  that  fences  are  directly  responsible  for  mule 
deer  and  pronghorn  losses.  There  are  hundreds  of 
miles  of  old  fence  lines  that  were  constructed  before 
fence  specifications  were  standardized.  An  evaluation 
by  allottees  and  BLM  specialists  would  identify  which 
fences  or  sections  of  fences  on  public  land  would 
require  replacement  or  modification. 
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127-10  The  Draft  RMP/EIS  was  reviewed  to 
determine  the  possible  effects  on  the  plan  from 
Rangeland  Reform  *94.  We  determined  that  our 
proposals  could  be  Implemented  under  either  the 
Rangeland  Reform  '94  regulations  or  the  "old" 
regulations. 
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February  21.  1995 

David  Slout^  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader  • 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

RofweO  District  Office  " ' . j 

1717  West  2r>d  Street 
RojwcU.  New  Mexico  11201 

RE  DRAFT  ROSWELL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  FLAW  _ 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  AND 
DRAFT  CARLSBAD  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AMENDMENT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Dear  Sir 

Aa  requested  by  your  invitation  letter  to  atsist  the  BLM  in  planning  for  efTective  land  management 
in  southeastern  New  Mexico.  Texaco  Exploration  St  Production  Inc  (Texaco)  submits  the 
anached  comments  pertaining  to  the  subject  document.  This  ia  an  importint  plan  to  allow 
operators  to  urtderstand  what  is  expected  of  them  in  their  operations  on  Federal  Lands  As  a 
result,  it  is  felt  that  consideration  of  theK  comments  and  the  Resource  Users  Coabtion  Alternative 
F should  be  given  serious  consideration  prior  to  your  publishing  of  the  6nal  Resource 
MaiMgemem  Plans 

Texaco  continues  to  be  disappointed  that  the  BLM  would  not  grant  an  extension  of  time  for 
comments  beyond  the  30  days  that  was  granted  This  voluminous  plan  is  of  such  i serious  nature 
that  it  should  have  been  given  additional  time  for  study  and  consideratioA  Whh  the  personnel 
cutbacks  and  three  holidays  contained  in  the  comment  pehod,  there  wu  a shortage  of  time  to  give 
the  RNfP  the  proper  consideration 

It  is  very  disturbing  to  read  the  tone  of  this  document  that  portrays  the  oil  and  gu  industry  in  a 
very  negative  light  Throughout  the  document  it  is  stated  that  the  presence  of  od  and  gxs  is 
harmful  to  the  environment,  visual  twarenest,  wildUfe,  etc  This  is  not  automatically  the  case 
Never  is  there  a mention  of  the  improvemenu  made  in  technology  and  operations  over  the  last 
several  years  There  it  never  a mention  of  the  projecu  that  the  industry  partkipaics  in  to  improve 
the  environment.  The  draft  sutea  in  several  places  that  the  od  and  gas  industry  provides 
temporary  economic  bcncSts  and  prosperity  to  southeastern  New  Mexico  The  presence  of  the 
industry  in  southeastern  New  Mexico  over  the  last  70  years  and  into  the  ftiturc  ia  cenainly  more 
than  a temporary  presence.  The  industry  has  had  i very  suong  irrtpact  on  the  Carlsbad  RA 
economy  and  has  significant  impact  in  RosweO  RA  It  is^ggestod  that  the  document  be  revised 
to  improve  the  tone  and  reflect  the  o3  and  gas  industry  in  a more  favorable  figM 
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Dtvid  Stoul 
Fcbfuvy  21,  1995w 

Pftf«2 


ThU  pl4n  begins  whh  t so  c«D«d  current  opcrtiion  thcniAtive  A md  prtMnu  four  oiort  luii^ai 
govtnunent  rcguUted  ftltcmativet  The  pUn  ihouid  have  had  M altcrnativa  that  ooMained  teas 
intervention  and  govemmen  reatnetioA.  li  b undemood  that  the  pUa  must  addreas  aO  o^  the 
rcfulatioAS,  however,  the  tevd  of  tnicrpreuiion  and  appheatioa  of  the  regulations  ts  often  left  up 
to  the  Distnet  Of5c«  Pus  gives  an  avenue  for  a leas  reathaive  ahamative 

Alternative  E is  not  acceptable  u the  prefened  alternative  It  is  purported  to  be  more  balanced 
between  environment  and  multiple  use  However,  it  appears  that  Ahcmaiivt  E does  not  meet  the 
tnuhiple  use  mandates  given  to  the  BLM  Ptc  withdrawals  of  land  for  species  protection,  cave 
and  karst  protection,  and  cultural  protection  constitute  a significant  land  use  reduction  when 
science  Ku  not  shown  that  the  various  industries  cauK  damage  Pus  document  contains  too 
many  instances  where  assumptions  have  been  made  in  detriment  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry  that 
are  not  based  on  science  or  expenence 

It  it  hoped  that  the  BLM  wiD  consider  these  constnictive  comments  in  the  modification  of  the 
RMP  before  its  finai  presentation  later  this  year 


E L.  (Bill)  Johnson,  Jr 

RFG/s 

Attachments 

cc  Governor  Gary  Johnson,  NM 

State  Land  Commisioncr  Ray  Powell,  NM 
The  Honorable  Pete  V Domenici,  NM 
Pk  Honorable  JeffBingaman,  NM 
The  Honorable  Joe  Skeen,  NM 
Pic  Honorable  Steve  Schifl^  N'M 
Pie  Honorable  Bill  Richardson,  NM 
Pic  Honorable  Phil  Graham,  TX 
Pic  Honorable  Kay  Bailey  Hutchinson,  TX 
The  Honorable  Larry  Combesl,  TX 
The  Honorable  Henry  Bonilla,  TX 
Ms  Ruth  Andrews,  NMCXrA 
Mr  Greg  Netberi,  Hinkle  Law  Firm 


Youn  respectfijOy. 

r 
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SUBSTAWnVECQMMEyn 

IKTKODUCnON 

1 The  meihodi  used  in  writing  • Roswell  Resource  Ares  RMP  ind  upduing  only  Oil  ind 
Gu  in  the  Cvsibsd  Resource  Ares  RMP  will  result  in  s continued  misundcrstsnding  of 
the  spplieslion  of  existing  Cirlsbsd  RMP  Tor  mstteri  other  thin  Oil  snd  Gts.  It  will  be 
assumed  that  all  other  subjects  comiined  in  the  RRA  RMP  also  apply  to  the  CRA  RMP 

PLRPOSE  AND  NEED 

1 Page  1-2,  first  paragraph,  first  sentence  - should  read  'The  purpose  for  developing  the 
Roswell  R.MP  is  to  provide  a comprehensive  fiamewort  for  wanegiwg  snd  sllociiing 
develooina  use  of  all  public  lands  artd  resources...'. 

, Same  paragraph  - Delete  next  to  the  last  sentence  since  it  is  inappropriate  to  withdraw 
lands  by  establishing  ACECi  instead  of  going  through  the  withdrawal  procedures  of 
FLPMA. 

, Page  1-2,  second  paragraph,  first  sentence  - Same  u above,  replace  'managing  and 
allocating"  with  “developing" 

DESCRIPTION  OF  PLANNING  AREA 


1 Page  1-6,  second  paragraph  ■ First  sentcftcc  need  to  delete  'and  its  lloodplain'  since 
floodplain  is  not  properly  defined  Also,  need  to  delete  last  sentence  since  there  are  no 
streams  fiom  the  east  into  the  Pecos  River 

1 Page  1-7  • First  paragraph,  right  column,  3rd  sentence  - delete  this  sentence  since  the 
involvement  of  the  public  was  not  utilized  in  preparing  the  RMP 
1 Page  1-7,  second  paragraph  - Although  the  law  does  require  the  protection  of 
endangered  species,  the  extent  of  that  protection  is  delemuned  by  the  District 
marugement  Roswell  District  has  imposed  greater  restrictions  than  are  required  thus 
impeding  multiple  use  of  the  lands 


PLA.NN1NG  ISSltS  AND  CRITERW 


Issue  I : Oil  and  Gas 


3 


, Page  l-S  - Bullet  S should  be  deleted  in  iu  entirety  since  i is  the  opposite  ofbuOel  1. 


Issue  2 Land  tenure  adjustment 


128-1  Comment  noted.  "Allocating"  implies 
developing,  since  some  allocations  will  be  for 
purposes  of  development.  Under  FLPMA,  some 
allocations  will  not  involve  development.  With  regard 
to  ACECs,  refer  to  response  39-3. 

128-2  Comment  noted.  The  referenced  sentence  is 
accurate  as  written. 

128-2.1  The  extent  of  protection  for  an  endangered 
species  is  determined  by  the  needs  of  the  species  and 
its  habitat  requirements.  The  U.S.  Fish  and  WIdlife 
Service  (USFWS)  develops  recovery  plans  for  these 
species.  The  BLM,  in  consultation  with  the  USFWS, 
implements  the  recovery  plan  to  the  extent  of  its 
authority.  It  may  appear  that  "greater  restrictions"  are 
being  required,  because  goals  and  actions  for  special 
status  species  protection  are  described  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS.  The  preferred  alternative  reflects  a 
balance  of  resource  uses  and  protection  for  special 
status  species.  Many  of  these  requirements  are  in  the 
law  now,  and  are  presented  In  the  RMP/RMPA/EIS  as 
a matter  of  public  disclosure. 
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1 Ptge  1-1,  right  column,  fim  tcnuncc  - Suggot  lenUnct  read  * The  Slate  of  New 
Mexico,  the  federal  government,  couniiea,  local  government,  and  dtizeni  groupe 

a Page  l-l,  Mcond  paragraph  - Delete  Ihii  paragraph  in  Ka  entirely  since  the  BLM  need 
not  acquire  additional  landa 

a Need  to  add  a bullel  to  read  “What  landi  can  be  disposed  of! 

Issue  3 Access 

a Page  1-9  • Delete  first  two  paragraphs  in  their  entirety  OU  and  gas  industry  haa 
repeatedly  requested  the  right  to  restria  access  to  the  public  but  have  been  denied  by 
BLM  The  oil  and  gas  industry  should  not  again  be  targeted  u the  culprit  in  a perceived 
problem  area 
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Issue  4 SpeciiJ  Ma/ugement  Artu 


1 Need  to  delete  the  word  ‘Veiues'*  from  this  section  This  is  not  i defined  term  &nd  is  not 
based  on  science. 

1 Delete  word  "values"  from  first  bullet. 

I Delete  "each  ACEC  or  other"  from  secorsd  bullet,  sirsce  it  is  not  recommended  to  hsvc 
ACECs  in  the  RMP 

MANAGEJbtENT  OPPORTUNITIES 


Delete  this  heading  and  continue  with  the  ‘Tssue"  topic  desigrution  These  items  are 

still  part  of  the  PLANNING  ISSUES  AND  CRITERIA- 

Delete  the  first  paragraph  sir^  h is  r>ot  needed  to  maintain  the  *Tssue"  format. 


Issue  5 Recreation 


Delete  the  second  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph,  sirKe  there  is  not  significant  historic 
and  prehistoric  sites  in  area 

Delete  the  seventh  buDet  since  it  is  not  appropriate  to  withdraw  lands  by  ACEC 
designation  rather  than  by  FLPMA 


Issue  6:  Wildlife  Habitat  Management 


Page  1 • 1 0.  last  sentence  of  first  paragraph  • Revise  to  read  "Lind  use  activities  for  other 
resources  can  affect  the  quality  of  the  aN'iilable  habitat  in  the  same  area”.  Again  it  is 
unnecessary  to  target  the  oil  and  gas  industry  a/vd  grazing  u the  culprits  in  a particular 
area  of  concern 

Forth  paragraph,  last  sentence  - delete  this  senter^  in  its  entirety.  No  need  to  select  a 
particular  species  when  a general  statemeni  is  made 

First  buQet  should  be  revised  to  read  "Which  wildlife  habitats  should  feoesve 


management -pfiofky  ] 
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128-3  Refer  to  response  112-10. 


j The  Ujt  bullet  ihould  hive  woedi  "pt opoied  ind  cindidite*  deleted 
PLANNING  CRITEIUA  FOR  SPECIAL  SITUATIONS 


4 


Hydrocarbon  Potential 

1 Delete  the  word  “values”  in  the  forth  sentence  of  first  paragraph,  since  it  is  rsot  defined 

Black  River  Management  Area 

1 Delete  the  first  paragraph  since  K has  no  value  to  the  RMP 

1 Delete  this  entire  section  since  h has  tk>  discussion  of  oil  and  gu  and  is  in  the  Carlsbad 
RA  The  explanation  at  the  end  of  the  section  only  serves  to  con/uK  the  reader 

Surface  Use  and  Occupartcy  Requirements 

1 Page  1-15,  second  paragraph  - Since  CRA  is  an  intensive  oil  and  gas  area  several 
operating  procedures  have  developed  through  working  relationships  between  industry 
and  BLM  It  is  recommended  that  special  attention  be  given  to  the  Carlsbad  RA 
method  of  operation  when  the  two  RA  methods  do  not  agree 


128-4  The  definition  of  "value"  has  been  added  to  the 
Glossary.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Glossary. 
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Undo  the  amcm  executive  brtnch  mAndate  to  reduce  fovenunent,  nuke  fovemmcni  more 
responsive  to  the  peopk,  make  goverrunexU  more  coK  effective  ind  dBocni  and  become 
less  bureaucratic,  the  presentation  of  ahemalives  should  have  been  belsnced  oo  both  sides 
of  curreru  operations  The  ahemativea  should  address  the  full  array  of  options  from 
reduced  intervention  through  cuneni  practices  and  on  to  increased  rcstriciioA  It  ia 
understood  that  laws  artd  otandates  place  requirements  oo  the  BLM,  however,  the 
interpretation  and  applicaiioo  of  the  requirements  is  often  at  the  disactioe  of  the  DistrKt 
As  such,  the  alternatives  can  stiQ  be  leas  restrictive  and  address  aD  the  taws  and  mandates  to 
the  BLM.  In  addition,  tl  is  not  accepted  that  Allcmaiive  A represents  cunent  operations  It 
it  more  restrictive  and  time  consumiitg  to  the  producer  The  BLM  is  cocounged  to  consider 
the  Alternative  F which  hu  been  prepared  by  a coalition  of  larvd  users  in  Southeastern  NM 
This  alternative  proposes  s more  balance  plan  of  operation  than  the  preferred  iltemaiivc  E 


IKTRODUCnON 


MANAGEMENT  COMMON  TO  ALL  ALTERNATIVES 


MINERALS  MANAGEMENT 


Fluid  Minerals  Management 


^ It  is  suggested  that  the  frrst  paragraph  be  revised  to  read  “The  BLM  would  continue  to 
require  oil  and  gas  lessees  to  corsduct  operations  in  i reasonable  tnariner  To  that  end, 
the  BLM  would  continue  to  apply  reasonable  measures 

1 The  secor>d  paragraph  discusses  a very  serious  issue  of  “contingent  rights  stipulations”. 
The  assignment  of  orders,  stipulatiorts  and  NTLs  must  be  monitored  closely  to  ensure 
that  the  conditions  of  the  base  lease  are  not  violated  Tbe  new  stips  cannot  be  enforced 
until  the  base  leaK  expires  This  matter  r>eeds  to  be  expressed  in  tbe  second  paragraph 

<1  Delete  third  paragraph  since  h is  a spccifrc  item  that  does  riot  warrant  special  anentioo 
at  this  location  in  BMP 

1 Page  2*3.  right  column.  3rd  paragraph  • this  parsgraph  should  be  revised  to  read 
“Cuhural  shes  determined  to  be  eligible  to  the  National  Register  of  historic  Places 
would  be  protected  from  damage  by  avoidance  Sites  would  be  tested  to  determme 
their  eligibility  " 

^ Page  2-3,  right  cohirwv  4th  paragraph  • Delete  in  iu  entirety  Provisions  can  be  made 
to  protect  th^  areas  with  perms,  eu. 

1 Ddete  the  rest  of  this  section.  Buried  pipelines  are  more  expeurve  and  resuh  in  a 
greater  potential  lor  environmental  damage  Thetr  has  been  oo  evidence  of  greater 
vandalism  of  surface  pipelines  Bullet  3 is  particularly  onerous,  is  that  it  requires 


4 


painting  of  airface  ptpefinet  TV  operatioei  of  preparing  the  lines  for  paintfsandblaii 
and  priming),  painting  sic.  potentially  cause  greater  enviroomental  hazard  than  leaving 
the  line  without  paint.  TV  vapon  in  the  air  as  wtfl  as  the  paiitt  on  the  ground  Kavt 
potential  for  cnvironmerttal  harm. 

CARLSBAD  DISTRICT 
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I Pige  2-^  - Sni  pmgnph  - Add  >l  the  end  of  firn  lentence  "pursutnl  to  the  SecreUry'l 
1986  Order'  Delete  the  reraiinder  of  the  perifriph  since  these  itenu  ire  not  known  it 
this  time  They  wQsild  hive  been  studied  hid  the  BLM  not  wiihdrswn  its  share  of 
funding  of  a study  that  wu  planned  for  199$ 

f Second  pingnph  • again,  the  imposing  of  lease  Rips  violates  the  “contingent  rights"  of 
the  lease  holder  in  form  of  a lease  contrsd  Delete  the  reference  to  the  Alkali  Lakes  and 
Hackberry  Lake  OHV.  Deleu  last  untence  u pa  above 
.|  The  discussion  of  the  addition  of  the  }60  acres  In  Dark  Canyon  should  be  deleted  until 
such  time  u it  is  approved 

.|  Page  2.6,  leA  column  last  line  - Revise  to  reflect  4M  2SS  meten  of 
I Page  2.6,  tight  columa,  second  full  paragraph  ■ delete  the  restriction  of  “within  3 miles 
of  6eld“  There  are  oil  and  gu  fleldi  located  on  same  surface  location  u city  water 
supplies  all  over  west  Texas  atsd  New  Mexico  Also,  the  operator  should  consult  in 
addition  to  the  BLM  with  the  dty  on  APDs  in  the  6eld  area 
f Delete  the  remainder  of  paragraph  starting  with  “Prohibitions  “ There  Is  no  Kience  to 
prove  the  necessity  for  these  restrictions 


Other  Surface  Management  Agertciee 
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Brantley  Reservoir 

1 Page  2-9  - Fifth  bullet  should  reflect  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Sups 
Avalon 

I Same  as  Brantley 

LA.NDS  AND  REALTY  MANAGEMENT 


Ac<)uisiiions 

PAGE  2-M  - Agaia  « is  suggested  that  the  BL.M  hat  sufficient  lind  and  needs  to 
maintain  a “no  net  gain"  policy 

OUTDOOR  RECREATION  MANAGE.MENT 


Reaeation  ManagemeiR 


1 28-5  Refer  to  response  112-11. 

128-6  Comment  noted. 

128-7  Refer  to  response  112-14. 

128-8  The  RMP  serves  as  a guideline  for  resource 
use  and  protection  on  public  land.  The  referenced 
paragraph  recognizes  the  national  significance  of 
riparian-wetland  areas.  It  discloses  our  intent  for 
riparian-wetland  area  protection  to  both  BLM  personnel 
reviewing  various  proposed  activities,  and  the  public 
who  may  be  affected  by  the  standard  practice  of 
avoiding  these  significant  areas. 

1 28-9  Refer  to  response  1 1 2-1 5. 

128-10  We  have  modified  the  text  to  address  your 
comment  about  the  Secretarial  Order.  Refer  to  Table 
34  and  the  Proposed  Plan.  With  regard  to  the  study, 
funds  for  the  study  have  not  been  withdrawn;  they 
remain  to  be  disbursed.  The  BLM,  with  the  potash 
and  oil  and  gas  industries,  is  still  pursuing  options. 
The  study  would  focus  on  the  issues  common  to  both 
industries. 

1 28-1 1 Refer  to  response  1 1 2-1 6. 

128-12  Refer  to  response  112-17. 

128-13  The  400-meter  setback  was  established  in  the 
management  plan  for  the  East  Guadalupe  Escarpment 
Habitat  Management  Area  in  1992,  following  the 
development  of  an  environmental  analysis  and  review 
by  industry  and  other  members  of  the  public.  Neither 
the  plan  nor  the  setback  are  proposed  as  new 
management.  The  setback  was  established  to  protect 
the  wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects  and 
investments  in  the  area. 

128-14  Refer  to  response  112-18. 

128-15  It  is  our  intent  to  standardize  operating 
procedures  between  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad 
resource  areas.  In  the  vast  majority  of  cases,  there 
would  be  no  difference  between  the  conditions  of 
approval  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  and  those  for 
the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area. 
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1 PAGE  2*17,  left  cotumn,  fint  per^rtph  • insert  commu  between  "hunting,  outfitting 
4od  guiding  operttioAi". 

<1  Second  lenience  • delete  "orginized  ind" 

\ Delete  pfrigriphs  3 A 4 since  they  tre  only  2 of  meny  reaeations  ireas  where  the  rules 
of  conduct  wiQ  be  Applied 

I Lut  pangrapb  should  reflect  that  addiuonal  opportunities  wiQ  be  added  only  after 
thorough  economic  analysis  to  ensure  benefit  No  new  employees  or  cost  to  taxpayer 


Off-highwiy  Vehicle  Use  Managcmeru 


1 Page  2* IS,  right  column,  3rd  paragraph  • Revise  to  read  “ On  public  lands  where  OHV 
use  is  limited  or  closed,  wais-ers  of  such  resthetioru  > 
ease  baas  for  do  not  apply  to  activiiies  such  as  nuinterunce  of  . 

1 Delete  last  seniervce  since  we  do  not  have  waivers. 


WATERSHED  M.ANAGEV1EKT 


<1  Page  2-20,  left  column,  second  paragraph  • delete  ‘‘nonurget" 

1 Second  sentence  - Delete  “rcturrung  the  land  to  as  near  its  natural  form  as  possible  and” 
j 3rd  paragraph  - Delete  **  and  then  only  after  site  specific  environmental  assessment  has 
been  prepared” 
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AIR  RESOLT^CE  M.ASAGEMENT 

1 First  sentence  delete  “of  the  Class  IT  and  add  after  “qualit/*  " in  accordance  with 
AQCR  regulations” 

1 Delete  remainder  of  paragraph  since  mitigations  would  be  handled  with  the  state. 
WILDLIFE  HABITAT  SUNAGENIENT 


19 

20 


Big  Gamc^'pland  Game  Habitat  Management 

1 Delete  first  three  bullets,  since  there  is  no  need  to  replace  i fence  that  is  in  good  repair 
This  vkil)  result  in  an  increased  cost  to  the  taxpayer  or  consumer  that  is  not  warranted. 

<1  Fence  modifications  for  fences  around  oil  and  gas  facilities  (pits,  batteries,  etc  ) should 
be  g)ven  addiuorul  consideraiions  since  they  are  specifically  desigrted  to  keep  wildlife 
ar>d  grazing  animals  out  of  the  facility 

FIRE  MANAGEMENT 

1 Page  2-21  • first  paragraph  add  at  the  end  of  sentence  “as  needed  to  protect  public 
health  and  safety  with  approval  of  authorized  officer 

1 Delete  the  three  buBeu  si/Ke  the  first  sentence  takes  care  of  these  issues 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  MANAGEMENT 


128-16  Refer  to  responses  27-2  and  29-32. 


128-17  No  response  required. 


128-18  Meeting  established  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  is  primarily  a State  responsibility. 
The  BLM,  however,  must  comply  with  national  and 
State  air  quality  standards  and  is  directed  to  cooperate 
with  the  State  in  carrying  out  its  implementation  plan. 

128-19  We  are  concerned  with  the  problems  posed 
by  fences  that  do  not  allow  movement  of  big  game  or 
have  the  potential  for  causing  direct  wildlife  losses. 
The  fence  concern  is  stated  in  the  plan  as  a matter  of 
public  disclosure;  regulations  already  allow  these 
actions  to  be  implemented  by  the  BLM.  We  have 
modified  the  text  to  include  a statement  about 
exemptions  for  fencing  around  facilities  requiring 
protective  fences  to  exclude  wildlife.  Refer  to  Table 
34  and  the  discussion  of  big  game  management  in  the 
Proposed  Plan. 


128-20  Comment  noted.  Refer  to  response  112-20. 


I Page  2-21,  right  column,  first  pAragnph  - delete  in  Ha  entirety  There  art  no  laws 
requiring  thii  action. 

1 Second  paragraph  • Delete  last  two  lentencea  starting  with  "Parties  responiible 
There  are  oo  procedures  for  the  BLM  to  determine  this  responsibility 
f This  sectioQ  should  conuin  acknowledgment  of  the  oil  and  gas  industries  exemptions 
under  RCRA  and  CERG^ 


128-21  The  effort  to  provide  public  notification  is  a 
"good  neighbor"  policy  to  notify  a prospective  owner  of 
a public  land  parcel  of  the  prior  uses  on  that  parcel. 
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SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 

(AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN) 

<1  Delete  this  section  since  it  is  inappropriate  to  withdraw  lands  by  this  means  rather  than 
through  the  FLPMA  withdrawal  processes 

Tbex  coaiiDCDis  cootMio  ao  discusstco  of  AHcrastivc  A tbnt  £ Tcxmx)  tupportt  the 
Jfesoarce  Usat  CoAlidoa  prepared  AHerDMdvt  F which  reprcscots  t roort  Aalarxen/ 
multipk  ux  piaa. 


The  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA),  Sections 
106  and  107,  grants  the  authority  to  require  potentially 
responsible  parties  (PRPs)  to  undertake  cleanups  or 
the  federal  government  to  recover  costs  incurred  in 
conducting  remedial  actions  from  PRPs.  Sections  303 
and  304  of  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  (FLPMA)  grants  the  BLM  the  authority  to  enforce 
federal  laws  and  regulations. 


128-22  Refer  to  responses  39-3,  85-3,  and  114-12. 


1-302 


Riwwdi  Retourcc  M«nagtxnaRt  FUa 
Ottptcr  3 • Affected  Eaviroonaa 
SUBSTANTIVE  COMMENT 

INTKODUCnON 
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1 On  p>gc  3 I • Thii  document  it  to  b(  Ok  pUn  by  the  Disukt  b tun  h cnnnol  be 

1 Rimmnry  of  t Ufgee  document  0«t  we  wae  not  ible  to  review  u t pm  of  Oiii 
review  Thii  document  muit  sund  on  hi  on 

y Thii  tecuon  should  contsin  t disclosure  that  6ve  of  Ok  nirK  counties  in  the  District 
contain  very  little  Federal  acreage 

on.  AND  GAS  RESOURCES  ffOSWFi  J mcTR  tr-p 

1 Page  3.1  • This  section  needs  to  be  expanded  to  contain  much  more  information 
concerning  the  influence  and  impact  of  oil  and  gas  operations  on  Ok  people  of  the  crties, 
counties  and  state  as  a result  of  development  or  lack  Otereof  in  Ok  oO  and  gas  uidust/y 
The  Resource  Users  Coalition  commenu  contain  a lot  of  valuable  information  thu 
should  be  included 


SOCIO-ECONOMIC  FACTORS  (ROSWELL  DISTRICT) 
ROSVk'ElX  DISTRICT  EMPLOYMENT  PROFILE 


25 


I Page  3*4  • This  lecuon  needs  lo  danfy  whai  the  percenuges  are  based  oo.  In  other 
wordi,  *^he  percentage  is  that  number  of  aJI  similar  workers  irt  the  state"  or  whatever 
The  current  first  paragraph  is  very  confusing. 

1 Page  3-4,  second  paragraph  - suppon  the  paragraph  subnritted  by  Resource  Users 
Coalition  as  a replacement 

ROSWELL  DISTRICT  ECONOMIC  PROFILE 


25.1 


1 Page  3-4  • the  first  paragraph  of  this  section  does  not  make  sense  It  appears  to  be 
incomplete.  Texaco  supports  the  Resource  Users  Coalition  replacement  seciioo  In 
particular  the  last  paragraph  of  the  Resource  Users  Coalilk>fi  commenu  which  indicate 
how  the  communities  of  SE  MM  suffer  when  the  oil  and  gas  industry  is  in  downturn  is 
very  important 


REVENUE  GENERATED  FROM  FEDERAL  MINERAL  LEASING 


26 


j This  section  should  be  expanded  to  cover  revenue  generated  by  production  of  minenJi 
espectaUy  oil  arul  gas  This  new  paragraph  should  reflect  portion  going  to  state  and 
federal  coffen 


128-23  Relative  to  Chapter  3,  the  Management 
Situation  Analysis  (MSA)  describes  the  existence  and 
condition  of  the  various  resources,  values  and  uses  of 
the  public  lands,  not  proposed  management.  The 
MSA  is  available  for  public  review.  Taking  your 
comment  to  its  logical  conclusion  would  mean  that 
every  document  listed  in  the  References  section 
should  be  printed  in  its  entirety  for  purposes  of  public 
review.  This  obviously  is  unwarranted. 

128-24  Refer  to  response  70-2. 

128-25  Refer  to  response  70-2. 


128-25.1  Refer  to  response  70-2. 


128-26  Refer  to  response  70-2. 


28  I 

29 

30  I 

31  I 
31.11 

32  I 


CARLSBAD  RESOURCE  AREA 

LANDS  AND  REALTY 

WITHDRAWALS 

t Page  3-1  - It  ihould  be  clahfled  u lo  whether  the  36.00  acres  have  been  returned  or 
whw  they  are  expected  lo  be  returned  The  dam  has  been  completed  This  acreage 
would  be  better  uiilued  if  sold  to  the  public 

RIGHTS-OF-WAYS 

y Page  3-1  - add  a Knience  that  reads  "The  continued  support  of  the  Resource  Area  is 
essential  fot  continued  oil  and  operations " 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

y Page  3-10  - supports  the  suggested  wording  of  the  Resource  Users  Coalition  comments 
to  reduce  the  offensive  tone  of  the  section 

INVENTORY  AND  SL'MMARY 

y Page  3- 1 1 - At  the  end  of  the  5rst  paragraph  add  a statement  reflecting  that  t only  a few 
sites  have  been  foursd  to  dale  that  are  recorded  in  the  National  Register  There  is  no 
scienliSc  basis  to  expect  that  more  than  a few  significam  sitea  will  be  found  in  the 
estimate  67,000  sites 

y Page  3-12  - delete  the  last  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  since  there  is  no  scientifle 
basis  for  stating  that  80%  of  site  merit  registration  Fact  reflects  the  contrary 

PALEONTOLOGICAL/GEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

y Page  3-13,  next  to  last  paragraph  of  section  - reflect  that  slrau  “contain"  not  "carry" 
minerals 

y Page  3-13,  last  paragraph  of  section  • oil  and  gas  wells  have  been  drilled  for  70  yean 
rather  than  45  reflected 

HUNTING  AND  nSHING 

y Need  to  reflect  that  the  Pecos  River  it  fishable  in  certain  areas  only,  not  all  along  the 
water  course 

CAVES  AND  KARST 


128-27  In  conjunction  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
we  are  in  the  process  of  completing  a withdrawal 
review  for  the  Brantley  Dam  Project.  When  the  review 
is  completed,  the  lands  no  longer  needed  for  the 
project  will  be  returned  to  BLM  administration.  The 
lands  in  the  project  were  not  identified  in  the  Carlsbad 
RMP  for  disposal,  nor  do  they  meet  the  RMP's  criteria 
for  disposal. 

128-28  Refer  to  response  112-33. 

128-29  Comment  noted. 

128-30  Refer  to  response  112-33. 

128-31  The  suggested  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

128-31.1  Comment  noted. 

128-32  Your  comment  has  been  incorporated  into  the 
text.  Refer  to  Table  34. 


1-303 


33 

1 7i(t}-U-tddtotheCnlpv<(npltth<ilheH(mficwtc*vtthtvtb«caMCuidtb]r 
Congrcw  in  the  fonniboo  of  tht  Cirtsbad  Caverni  Nttioml  PhIl 
1 Fife  3-l/t,  third  ptngnpb-ddcU  tht  wordi'tvayimpocUnl  role*  *00(1110  foenl 
prUic  htiBO  tccca  or  kaowltdgt  oftht  ffiijonty  oftht  cavtt. 

1 ?t(e  3-1 S.  Sm  ftiB  ptngrifh -Need  to  nuke  lUteineM  thit  tht  bitrini  Guidefinti 
wtrt  pul  out  with  tlK  intend  that  they  be  modified  through  tNt  RMF  procea  Thit 
confijjion  wifl  obvioudy  provide  a anokt  Kreen  preventing  proper  tviiuatioo  of  the 
Interim  Guidelinet  The  Gudefina  are  not  needed.  There  it  no  documented  record  of 
cave  harm  rciuhing  fiom  40  yean  of  drilling  and  now  with  better  technology  the 
potential  fix  harm  it  even  lea. 

RECREATION  OPPORTUNITY  INVENTORY 

VISUAL  RESOURCES 

34 

34.1 

^ Page  3*13  • The  concept  of  visuti  reaourc«i  U sut^ective  ind  U • &jnctioo  of  the  interefC 
and  the  eye-oT-the-beboUcr.  T>u  Mction  should  refloct  that  Southeasterm  New  Mexico 
hu  long  been  involved  with  o9  and  gat  exploratioa,  iveatock  grating  and  devdopmenl 
of  the  other  minenl  retourcet.  Therefore  the  visual  tendtivity  of  the  pubGc  does  not 
require  an  unahered  landicapt  In  (act  many  vidton  to  that  area  fed  t^  the  oilfield 
equipment  it  a pleaaant  relief  to  the  pUin,  flat  Iiitdscapc  of  the  area. 

1 a Page  3-16 -Map  26  doa  not  propc^  reflect  the  restricted  areaa  around  cavta poo  feel 
1 around  cave  entnneea). 

RECLAMATION  POTENTIAL 

35 

1 a Page  3-21  - This  tectioo  it  unduly  negative  and  does  not  reflect  tht  true  rehibStatioo 
potential.  The  proceduree  used  vary  and  ere  not  u levtre  at  reflected  in  this  lection. 

1 This  lection  shMid  be  rewritten  to  accurately  reflect  wfaii  reilly  happeni. 

WATER  RESOURCES 

36 

^ There  needs  to  be  i general  discussion  of  the  invotvement  of  the  State  Enpneer  in  the 
water  resources  of  the  ttatc.  This  is  a very  sensitive  matter.  Also,  discussion  should 
cover  the  rdationship  wnh  New  Mexico  water  to  those  of  Texas  in  fight  of  receal  court 
dedsioQS. 

SXmFACE  WATER 

37 

1 a ^*(4  column,  first  paragraph  - This  paragraph  needs  to  be  ddeled  or 

1 rewritlcn  arith  correct  number  and  impacts.  There  arc  not  3S0  unfitted  sah  water  pita. 

The  risk  of  water  containnation  ia  minimal  Thii  RMP  should  be  based  on  beta,  not 
1 ipeculatioo. 

10 

128-33  In  addition  to  establishing  Carlsbad  Caverns 
National  Park,  Congress  passed  the  Federal  Cave 
Resources  Protection  Act  of  1988,  which  calls  for  the 
Identification  of  significant  caves  on  all  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  Forest  Service  lands.  In  the  Roswell 
District,  185  caves  have  been  designated  as 
significant  according  to  the  criteria  listed  in  the  federal 
regulations.  Several  more  caves  have  been 
nominated  and  are  awaiting  evaluation. 

Even  though  the  general  public  may  not  know  of  the 
specific  caves  or  of  their  values,  those  caves 
nonetheless  do  play  a very  important  role.  They 
provide  sources  for  ground  water  recharge  and 
microclimates  for  diverse  plant  and  animal  habitats. 

The  interim  Guidelines  for  Oil  and  Gas  Drilling  in  Cave 
and  Karst  Areas  were  originally  developed  from 
recommendations  made  by  members  of  the  BLM's 
Cave  and  Karst  Task  Force,  which  Included  members 
of  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  Public  comment  on  the 
Interim  Guidelines  for  Oil  and  Gas  Drilling  in  Cave  and 
Karst  Areas  and  variations  of  the  guidelines  is  being 
gathered  through  the  RMP/EIS  process. 

128-34  Visual  Resource  Management  was  developed 
in  the  BLM  to  identify  and  categorize  specific  areas 
according  to  scenic  quality  and  visual  sensitivity.  In 
the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area,  each  area  was  evaluated 
by  a minimum  of  three  people  following  the 
standardized  processes  established  in  BLM  manuals. 
Those  areas  were  Identified  in  the  Draft  Carlsbad  RMP 
in  1986  and  were  designated  in  the  Carlsbad  RMP  of 
1988.  Part  of  the  BLM's  multiple  use  mandate  is  to 
manage  the  public  lands  to  protect  scenic  quality. 
Refer  also  to  response  28-49. 


128-34.1  The  purpose  of  Map  26  Is  to  show  areas  of 
high,  medium,  and  low  cave  and  karst  potential,  not  to 
show  cave  locations  or  identify  the  restricted  areas 
around  caves. 


128-35  Refer  to  response  112-35. 

128-36  It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  RMP/EIS  to 
provide  detailed  discussions  of  the  effect  that  State 
authorities  and  events,  such  as  the  Pecos  Compact 
and  the  adjudication  of  water  rights  in  the  Pecos  River 
basin,  will  have  on  resource  management  In  the 
Roswell  District.  Refer  also  to  responses  28-31 , 29-4, 
and  50-4. 

128-37  Refer  to  response  112-36. 


1-304 
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GROUNDWATBR  QUALITY 

1 Ptfc  ]-2j  - The  lut  pvsgriph  of  thii  Mction  ocetli  to  be  deleted  bectuK  it  it  HUii^ 
t»imben  u f»ctu»l  ih»t  cannot  be  idenufically  bulled  up  There  ii  no  way  of  knowtng 
water  conjunipuon  of  wildlife  and  probably  not  for  livestock 

WILDLIFE 

BIG  GAME 


Mule  Deer 


39 


40 


1 Pag«  3-26  • Change  ihc  word  “yearlong’*  to  “ year  round** 

1 The  hands  of  deer  refened  to  range  up  to  SO  or  rnore  in  the  escarpment 
I The  proximity  to  oil  ar>d  gas  equipment  has  littie  or  no  Impact  on  the  population  of 
mule  deer  in  any  area,  therefore  this  statement  needs  to  be  deleted 

Pronghorn  Antelope 

^ Page  3-27  • need  to  delete  the  second  paragraph  of  this  section.  It  is  to  specialized  and 
does  not  warrant  that  consideration  compared  to  other  antelope  habitat 
^ Again,  oil  and  gu  operations  have  little  impact  on  antelope  areas  The  antelope  herds, 
as  was  mentioned,  are  doing  weD  in  od  and  gu  6elds  in  Indian  Basin , Buckeye  and 
Crossroadi  This  oil  and  gas  operations  often  provide  things  needed  in  amek>pe  habitat 
Delete  reference  to  oil  and  gas  disturbar>c<  affecting  antelope  residence 
^ Oil  and  gu  operatioru  have  not  inaeased  poaching.  The  of  law  enforcement  and 
attitudes  of  our  in  courts  have  caused  probably  allowed  the  increased  poaching 

UPLAND  G.ANfE  BIRDS 


1 Page  3'28,  left  column,  last  paragraph  • Sianmg  with  this  paragraph  and  the  next  9 
paragraphs  need  to  be  deleted  because  the)  are  not  based  on  sound  science,  uniform 
study  and  do  not  w-arrant  consideration  on  this  detailed  a basis  in  this  RMP  As  usual 
the  Prairie  Chicken  warrants  an  inordinate  space  and  concern  to  the  BLM.  This  is  a bird 
that  has  a strong  hunting  season  yet  warrants  stopping  operations  to  ensure  rt 
reproduction.  Not  sourvd  business 

1 Page  3*30,  left  column,  next  to  last  paragraph  - This  paragraph  is  a false  statement  The 
tests  indicated  minimal  impact  to  birds  and  bats  Needs  to  be  deleted 
1 Page  3*3 1 * chart  reflects  that  electric  lines  have  an  impaa  on  prairie  chickens  Needs 
to  be  deleted 

Page  3*32  * the  chart  reflects  dry  holes,  and  P&A  wells  u having  habitat  disturbance 
These  sites  are  restored  ar>d  therefore  should  be  deleted 


128-38  Both  Sampson  (Range  Management 
Principles  and  Practices,  1952,  pg.  310)  and  Stoddard, 
Smith,  and  Box  (Range  Management,  1975,  pg.  320) 
give  water  requirements,  in  gallons  per  day,  for 
livestock.  In  addition,  Stoddard,  et.  al.,  gives  a value 
for  deer,  in  liters  per  day.  The  numbers  mentioned  on 
page  3-25  were  derived  by  converting  livestock  water 
requirements  to  gallons  per  year  and  multiplying  by 
number  of  livestock  in  the  resource  area,  then 
converting  to  acre  feet. 

128-39  The  suggested  word  change  has  been  made. 
Refer  to  Table  34. 

During  aerial  surveys  by  the  BLM  and  the  NMDGF, 
groups  of  up  to  20  animals  are  commonly  seen. 
These  surveys  are  conducted  during  the  winter 
months  when  herds  are  most  concentrated. 
Concentrations  of  two  or  more  herds  of  deer  often  do 
occur  around  water  sources  or  alfalfa  fields.  However, 
deer  from  these  large  concentrations  are  most  often 
found  in  smaller  groups  once  they  have  dispersed 
from  a water  source  or  cultivated  field.  The  "2-20 
animals"  is  correct  and  has  been  documented  during 
aerial  surveys. 

The  direct  impacts  from  oil  and  gas  activity  (i.e. 
surface  disturbance)  do  not  have  long  term  effects  on 
deer  herds.  However,  oil  and  gas  activity  does 
produce  indirect  impacts  on  mule  deer  populations.  All 
roads  and  pads  have  a sphere  of  influence.  All  the 
area  within  that  sphere  may  not  be  physically 
disturbed,  but  wildlife  within  the  area  are  affected 
(Girard  1985).  There  are  many  other  literature 
sources  that  describe  the  various  effects  of  oil  and  gas 
development  on  wildlife. 


128-40  The  area  discussed  in  this  paragraph  is  open 
to  leasing  for  oil  and  gas,  and  it  is  appropriate  to 
include  it  in  the  "Affected  Environment"  section  of  the 
RMPA. 


The  antelope  herds  in  the  Indian  Basin  area  have 
decreased  significantly  since  the  early  1980s.  This 
decrease  can  definitely  be  supported  by  the  aerial 
survey  information  collected  over  the  past  20  years  or 
more.  Several  factors  can  be  attributed  to  the  decline 
including  annual  precipitation  levels,  hunting,  and  oil 
and  gas  development. 

When  the  habitat  is  altered  or  removed  from  use  by 
wildlife,  the  wildlife  populations  are  impacted.  A 
significant  loss  of  habitat  has  occurred  throughout  the 
Indian  Basin  area  which  can,  in  part,  be  attributed  to 
oil  and  gas  development.  In  addition,  the  indirect 
effects  of  oil  and  gas  development  such  as  increased 
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43  I 


45  I 

46  I 


SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 

^ TKe  Rottvel]  BLM  hu  suffidoi  iivinagemenl  trcAi  to  occupy  itj  time  tnd  pcnonad 
Ai  I result  there  U oo  r^ed  to  cretle  i oew  trea  ca&ed  the  East  Guadalupe  EacarpoMnt 
Habitat  Management  Area.  Delete  aO  reference  to  it  in  ihii  aoctioet  Thit  it  jutf  another 
way  of  withdrawing  areai  from  public  multiple  uae  by  meant  other  than  thote  that  are 
pretcribod  by  regulationt.  Requirea  more  people  and  cofU  tax  payers  more  money  with 
little  or  no  revenue 

ROSWEU,  RESOURCE  AREA 
LANDS 

<1  Page  • add  sentence  at  end  of  &T5t  paragraph  to  indicate  that  Federal  Lands  in  6ve 
counties  U minimal 

SALES 

1 Page  3-38  • at  sentence  at  end  of  first  paragraph  ir>dicating  that  BLM  should  sell 
isolated  tracts  due  to  their  inability  to  adequately  manage  such  lands. 

WITHDRAWALS 

1 The  BLM  must  exercise  hs  responsibility  to  review  and  ensure  that  la/aif  are  not 
inappropriately  withdrawn  The  cunent  policy  of  establishing  ACEC,  Special 
Management  Areas,  and  Setback,  etc  are  all  disguised  withdrawals 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

1 Page  3-46,  leA  column,  4ih  paragraph  • the  oil  arxl  gas  industry  brings  much  more  than 
temporary  prosperity  to  the  area  The  industry  is  the  one  nuinslay  for  southeastern 
New  Mexico  and  the  Slate  This  paragraph  should  state  that  the  oO  and  gas  industry 
continues  to  provide  the  major  economic  impact  to  the  area. 

I Page  3-46  • the  alleged  alien  she  should  not  be  reflected  as  a cultural  site. 

1 Page  3-46,  lefl  colunvi,  last  paragraph  • what  historic  period  are  the  400  sites  relating 
to’’  More  realisticafly  this  slxxild  read  that  a few  cultural  sites  have  been  registered  on 
the  National  Register  ofHistooc  places. 

UFO  CRASH  SITE 

f Page  3-52  - BLM  has  no  responsibility  for  showing  this  nte  Just  spends  more  taxpayer 
doUart  This  ii  rKX  a *Svorid  famour  incident 

WATER  RESOURCES 


access  and  subsequent  increased  traffic  and  human 
disturbance  cause  the  greatest  impact  to  antelope. 
The  construction  of  roads  in  previously  roadless  areas 
serves  to  increase  traffic  and,  inevitably,  to  increase 
poaching  and  harassment  of  wildlife.  The  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish  strongly  agrees.  They 
have  stated:  "Any  new  roads  will  exacerbate  the 
harassment  and  illegal  harvest  of  game  in  those  areas 
that  were  previously  closed  to  vehicular  traffic." 

You  are  correct  in  stating  the  "oil  and  gas  operations 
have  not  increased  poaching."  However,  the  roads 
constructed  in  association  with  oil  and  gas 
development  and  operation  have  increased  the  level 
of  poaching  and  harassment  of  wildlife. 

128-41  The  data  presented  on  page  3-28  beginning 
with  the  5th  paragraph  is  sound  and  does  warrant 
consideration  in  the  Draft  RMPA.  We  are  responsible 
for  managing  wildlife  habitat,  not  wildlife  populations. 
The  actions  of  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game 
and  Fish  are  directed  by  the  New  Mexico  Game 
Commission,  including  hunting  seasons.  Incidentally, 
based  on  recent  surveys,  the  success  of  prairie 
chicken  hunters  on  public  lands  is  about  15  percent,  a 
fairly  low  success  rate. 

Data  collected  from  the  investigation  of  many  heater- 
treater,  dehydrator  and  separator  facilities  warranted 
the  development  of  an  NTL  which  requires 
modification  of  the  exhaust  stacks  of  these  facilities. 
Also,  refer  to  response  112-39. 

Table  91  lists  the  total  acreage  disturbed  by 
authorized  rights-of-way  within  the  5-township  area, 
arrayed  by  type  of  right-of-way.  It  says  nothing  about 
"electric  lines  having  an  impact  on  prairie  chickens." 

Our  records  show  a large  number  of  these  sites  have 
either  not  been  reclaimed  or  reclamation  was 
unsuccessful. 

128-42  Refer  to  response  128-13. 

128-43  The  revision  of  Table  94  addresses  this 
comment. 

128-44  Withdrawals  are  formal  actions  that  set  aside, 
withhold,  or  reserve  federal  land  by  statute  or 
administrative  order  for  public  purposes.  Other 
constraints  on  use  or  occupancy,  such  as  those  listed 
in  the  comment,  are  not  withdrawals. 

128-44.1  Refer  to  response  28-46. 
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47  I 

48 


50 


51  I 

52  I 


GROUND  WATER 

<1  The  tutbohty  of  the  Suu  Engineer  needi  to  be  ckriSed  in  thii  lectiorv  reflecting  (het 
the  Sute  owni  the  wiUr  righu  end  the  Suit  Enguwer  edminifieri  the  water  rights 

AVAE-ABLE  WATER  RESOURCES 

^ Page  3*41  • Since  the  BLM  hu  a mirumAl  need  for  water  in  its  projects  there  is  no  need 
for  an  inventory  which  w\D  wistc  taxpayer  money  BLM  should  consuh  the  State 
Engineer  for  this  information  and  acquire  a 3 acre  foot  permit  Lke  ail  other  water  users 
Delete  all  refereiKe  to  the  inventory 

WILDLIFE 

I Page  3*42  * The  BLM  has  no  charge  to  manage  wildlife  That  is  the  charge  of  the  Slate 
Game  ai>d  Fish  Department  Therefore,  in  the  third  paragraph  the  words  “for  which  the 
BLM  manages  habitat"  should  be  deleted 

Dunes  Sagebrush  Lizard 

>1  Page  3-66  • This  section  needs  to  be  reused  to  reflect  that  studies  are  ongoing  and  no 
conclusions  have  been  drawn  at  this  time  For  instance,  the  opening  two  words  “For 
habitat,  ” ire  not  appropriate  since  the  habiut  is  not  fuDy  lax>wn.  This  should  reflect 
that  “From  what  is  cunentJy  known,  **  Staning  with  the  forth  senter>ce,  the  rest  of 
paragraph  should  be  deleted  sirsce  it  is  not  based  on  fact  u presented  in  the  NMGdiFD 
report  and  visits  to  the  BLM  meetings  by  Mr  Painter  of  the  NMG4JD  The  paragraph 
shcHild  state  that  studies  are  ongoing  to  determine  the  lizard  distribution  and  dehrte 
habitat 

Bau 

I The  last  two  sentences  of  this  section  should  be  deleted  since  they  a speculation  and  not 
based  on  science 

SPECIAL  STATUS  SPECIES 

Endangered  Bird  Species 

^ Page  3*4S  • The  bald  eagle  has  rtow  been  delisted  so  it  should  be  deleted  from  the  list  of 
endangered  species  in  first  paragraph  of  this  section 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 


128-45  The  historic  period  is  commonly  referred  to  in 
the  Americas  as  the  time  period  from  when  Europeans 
first  entered  an  area  to  a date  of  50  or  more  years  ago 
from  the  present.  The  prehistoric  period  is  prior  to  the 
historic  period.  The  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  (NRHP)  contains  prehistoric  sites  and  historic 
sites.  Only  a few  of  the  sites  in  the  Roswell  District 
are  listed  on  the  NRHP,  because  the  nomination 
process  is  very  time  consuming.  Archeologists  in  the 
Roswell  District  spend  most  of  their  time  meeting  the 
needs  of  public  land  users. 

128-46  Refer  to  responses  97-11  and  143-7. 

128-47  Though  New  Mexico  State  water  law  is  based 
on  public  ownership  of  water,  a water  right  is  a legally 
protected  right  in  real  property.  It  can  be  owned  by  an 
individual,  corporation,  government  agency,  or  other 
entity  if  the  requirements  for  a valid  right  are  met. 
Refer  also  to  responses  28-31 , 29-4,  and  50-4. 

128-48  A comprehensive  water  resources  inventory  is 
required  by  federal  law  (43  USC  1712).  The  water 
resources  inventory  applies  only  to  water  resources  on 
lands  administered  by  the  BLM.  Existing  inventory 
information  available  from  the  State  Engineer  Office 
and  other  sources  is  used  when  available. 

128-49  One  of  the  responsibilities  of  the  Department 
of  Game  and  Fish  is  big  game  population 
management.  The  BLM  is  responsible  for  managing 
habitat  on  public  lands  for  these  species,  which 
implies  involvement  in  population  management,  since 
wildlife  populations  are  partly  a result  of  habitat 
conditions. 


128-50  We  have  modified  the  opening  of  the 
paragraph,  as  suggested,  and  have  added  a statement 
about  on-going  studies  to  determine  sand  dune  lizard 
distribution.  The  remaining  statements  in  the 

paragraph  are  based  on  facts  provided  by  the  New 
Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  from  the  data 
gathered  thus  far  from  on-going  studies.  This 
information  would  apply  to  all  surface  disturbing 
activities  and  large-scale  vegetation  manipulation 
projects. 

128-51  These  are  facts  based  on  bat  population 
surveys  and  studies  conducted  by  professionals. 
Documentation  is  on  file. 

128-52  The  bald  eagle  has  not  been  de-listed,  but 
has  been  downgraded  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  "threatened."  The  degree  of  protection 
required  remains  unchanged. 


1-307 


1 Tht  BLM  minigonenl  philoiopby  fof  i)>«k  utu  mua  b<  lo  iHow  continued  muhipk 
UK  of  the  othec  rejourca  in  the  WHAi  Oil  tnd  gu  openuioni  u weD  o gnring  ut 
not  incompatible  with  management  of  thcK  ateai  Such  a statement  should  be  provided 
at  the  beginning  of  this  section  os  page  i-69 

AREAS  OF  C3UT1CAL  ENVtRONMEffT AL  CONCERN 

a Page  3-73  • This  section  should  be  deleted  in  its  entiiety  through  page  3-»2  This  land 
designation  is  a inappropriate  “withdrawaf'  of  land  from  multiple  uK  If  such  lands  are 
required  then  the  BLM  should  go  through  the  proper  procedure  contained  m FLPMA 
for  wilderness  designation. 


128-53  In  the  referenced,  Affected  Environment,  the 
descriptions  of  the  Wildlife  Habitat  Areas  are  provided 
as  background  information.  Compatibility  or 
incompatibility  of  oil  and  gas  operations  and  livestock 
grazing  are  discussed  in  Chapter  4 of  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS. 

128-54  Refer  to  response  39-3. 


55 

56 

57 


]L)fw«D  lUaourct  Mimgemert  PUi 
4 • Eflviroomeolal  CocftoqucDoef 
SUBSTANTTVE  CQMMEJfTS 


GENERAL 

^ Chipttf  4 is  overly  negative  to  all  users  of  the  publk  lands  There  are  many  bene6cia] 
activities  that  are  never  mentioned,  such  as  industry  involvernem  in  habitat  improvement 
and  public  involvement  in  the  Sikci  Act  projects  The  RMP  should  give  information  on 
ways  that  public  can  become  involved  in  voluntary  project!. 

^ The  overaO  text  of  Chapter  4 tends  to  emphasiae  the  more  beneficiaJ  or  adverse  impacts 
on  the  environment  with  less  emphasii  pot  on  the  benefits  or  advene  affects  on  the 
various  other  activities  that  might  be  involved  More  actual  cod  versus  benefit  analysis 
needs  to  be  done  in  this  chapter 

1 The  concentration  on  significant  impacts  appears  to  be  primarily  the  significant  impacts 
on  the  environment  ar>d  to  a lesser  extent  the  impacts  of  increased  protection  of  the 
environmental  on  the  industry  The  estimates  of  the  effects  need  to  be  based  on  sonx 
supportable  criteria  instead  of  just  speculation 

1 Serious  concerns  about  the  assumptions  used  in  Apperviix  U. 

OIL  AND  GAS 

1 Disagree  with  the  statement  that  the  magnitude  of  impacts  would  not  changed  over 
current  management  Language  in  this  section  also  needs  to  reflect  a better  baJar>ce. 
irvdusiry  does  implement  measures  to  reduce  impacts  on  the  environenent  primarily 
through  the  construction  slips  and  miugation  steps  required  by  the  BLM  but  funded  by 
Industry  Also  the  negative  overtones  towards  industry  should  be  removed  and  the 
language  more  balanced  to  indicate  that  not  ail  impacts  are  absolute  negatives 

1 Page  4-3  • Netting  and  cones  are  already  required  and  are  therefore  cunently  causing 
increased  costs,  not  potential  costs  Also,  this  RMP  is  not  the  proper  method  to 
establish  and  expand  regulation  (reserve  pits  are  not  covered  by  netii/^  requirements). 

1 The  average  cost  used  in  the  document  for  archeological  inventories  are  about  half  to 
one-third  of  the  real  cost  to  the  industry  Numbers  should  definitely  be  changed  On 
the  same  comment,  indicate  that  the  cost  of  cultural  resource  inventories  and  what  is 
required  could  possibly  result  in  much  higher  costs  depending  on  interpretation  of  the 
laws  Resource  Area  Archeologists  are  not  given  enough  latitude  to  allow  drilling  or 
construction  in  areas  that  are  designated  Class  n or  ID  sites  (where  the  site  has  been 
determined  to  be  insignificant). 

1 The  burying  of  oil  ar>d  gas  pipelines,  any  Une$(including  Oowlines),  should  not  be  an 
absolute  requirement  There  il  too  little  vandalism  of  oil  and  gu  lines  to  justify 
requiring  the  additional  costs  to  bury  a line  Increased  constructioe  costa  could  be 
expected  to  be  greater  thin  15%  (up  to  SO  %)  in  many  cases  in  Southeast  New  Mexico 
due  to  the  bedrock  that  must  be  blasted  away  Potential  damage  fioco  this  blasting 
probably  exceeds  any  benefit  to  the  environment  from  burying  the  lines  In  addition,  a 
leak  in  a buhed  line  is  harder  to  find  resulting  in  inaeased  environmental  impact 


128-55  Refer  to  response  112-42.1 
128-56  Refer  to  response  112-43. 
128-57  Refer  to  response  112-44. 
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57.l| 
58  I 


59 

60 
61  I 


62 


^ Dilcuuion  on  ihc  poush  ftipuUtioo  ihould  be  tcrapered  to  indictu  Uui  the  SecreUry't 
order  end  ament  preciicet  continue  to  be  under  di*cuuk>o  end  currcoi  btigitioo  t^ 
couid  impect  future  mene^emcni 

1 The  unpbeetioA  thet  the  2t0  epprovtd  welli  in  the  poueh  eree  ere  driOed  ia  e poor  one 
A Urge  number  of  thcM  weUt  ere  not  drilled  beceuM  of  the  reetrictioAs  pUce  on  ttwm 
that  make  them  uneconomical  Restnetioni  luch  ei  directional  driBini  or  drilling  from 
islands  make  the  cost  prohibitive 

Impacts  of  AHeraativea 

1 Changes  to  water  disposal  handling  patterns  wiD  resuh  in  inaeased  costs  both  short  and 
long  term  This  does  not  mean  that  industry  is  not  willing  to  consider  other  altemaiivet 
in  the  efforts  for  environmental  protectiorv,  however  they  must  be  cost  sensitive  end 
justified  by  documeniaiion 

I Re- vegetation  should  be  changed  to  re- seeded  There  must  be  a provision  for 

reasonable  attempts  to  restore  a site 

g The  BLM  assumes  that  re-vegetation  procedures  as  proposed  would  produce  savings  to 
the  operatori  Wt  should  uk  that  the  BLM  provide  us  with  some  basis  for  this 
assumpiiocL  Attempts  at  re-vegetation  or  reclamation  should  only  be  required  twice, 
two  good  faith  anempa. 

j Painting  • Painting  should  be  required,  however,  the  re-painting  of  currently  painted 
equipment  should  not  be  required  as  this  results  in  increased  operating  costs  Any 
equipment  that  is  moved  from  another  location  that  is  adequately  painted  should  be 
allowed  as  is  The  BLM  should  only  be  allowed  to  require  a certain  painting  scheme 
when  a operator  is  choosing  to  re-paini  the  equipment  or  if  the  equipment  placed  on  she 
is  new  and  not  already  painted  We  agree  that  painting  does  protect  the  equipmem  but 
re-painting  actually  adds  to  environmental  corscems  Sandblasting  and  the  resulting 
residue  must  be  disposed  of  and  the  cost  of  the  new  paint,  if  K is  not  absolutely  needed, 
adds  unnecessarily  to  the  operator  expense 

1 Prairie  chickens  • use  restrictions  should  not  be  expanded  Evidence  of  increasing 
praihe  chickens  population  and  the  prev  alence  of  a healthy  hunting  season  within  the 
state  do  not  subsiamiaie  the  BLM  recommendations 

No  Sur&ct  Occupancy  Stipulahon 

1 In  order  to  protect  the  lessee  from  stipulations  being  added  afier  a lease  has  been 
purchased,  all  NEPA  analysis  that  would  establish  a no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  must 
be  done  prior  to  leasing  NSO  stipulation  should  not  be  attached  to  a tease  afier  leasing 
as  this  constitutes  a violation  of  lease  provisions,  Ic.  what  is  commonly  called  t 
violation  of  the  “contingent  rights"  stipulation  A lease  is  a contract  and  as  such  cannot 
be  amended  after  the  fact  without  both  parties  agreeing  to  it  Without  this  provision  it 
is  possible  that  the  government  could  1^  put  into  a "takings"  type  of  situation.  The 
BI^  can  not  be  allowed  to  wait  to  attach  NSO  or  other  stipulations  at  the  permit  stage, 
when  such  stipulations,  if  needed,  should  have  been  done  prior  to  leasing 
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1 28-57.1  Refer  to  response  1 1 2-44. 1 . 

128-58  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  Refer  to  Table  34. 

128-59  Refer  to  response  112-78. 

128-60  Refer  to  response  112-61. 

128-61  Refer  to  responses  112-44.2  and  128-41. 

128-62  Refer  to  response  112-6. 


128-63  Refer  to  response  112-3. 
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II  A better  map  actually  detailing  the  no  Aif6ce  occupancy  area  should  be  provided  to  Ike 
mdujtry  prior  to  the  publication  of  the  final  draA.  With  only  a vague  outCnc  and  iraei 
marked  on  general  maps,  it  is  very  diffkuh  to  determine  what  areas  would  be  impacted. 
I A holder  of  a leaM  with  no  surfiice  occupancy  should  not  be  required  to  pey  royalties  oe 
drainage  unJeu  he  U also  the  lessee  of  the  adjacent  aaeage  Otherwise  the  lessee  of  the 
NSO  would  have  no  control  over  the  adjacent  lease 

II  A belter  explanation  needs  to  be  provided  of  the  NSO  where  the  sur&cc  it  not  BLM 
land.  What  agencies  are  handling  it  and  how  many  acres  are  invotved?  The  BLM 
should  not  be  allowed  to  apply  NSO  to  any  acreage  other  than  federal  acreage  set  aside 
by  federal  agencies. 

II  Total  closure  to  NSO  u indicated  in  the  text  reflects  only  the  difference  from  what  is 
considered  the  cun-ent  operating  conditions.  Alternative  A,  to  whatever  alternative  it 
ur>dcr  discussion.  The  text  needs  to  reflect  the  total  lou  and  the  justification  for  the 
total  withdrawal  and  not  just  the  differertce 

II  Suggest  that  in  all  instances  where  there  would  be  lost  production  opportunities  and  los 
royalties  that  the  BLM  must  estimate,  based  on  some  historic  information,  what  they 
expect  to  lose  in  the  way  of  royalties,  bid  bonuses  and  rentali 

II  On  Page  4-t,  there  is  no  regulatory  basis  for  prohibiting  disturbance  up  to  400  meten 
This  is  a distance  equal  to  wcQ  spacing  for  an  80  aae  proraiion  unha. 

II  On  Page  4-8,  top  of  the  right  column,  the  moving  of  surface  disturbing  activities  (a 
location)  must  be  justified  and  documented 

II  On  page  4-9.  Discussion  of  the  V-pit  All  reference  to  the  V-prt  should  be  removed 
from  the  text,  because  it  is  only  a single  option  and  it  is  not  always  the  best  option  It 
may  also  be  more  expensive  versus  providing  a tavinp  It  could  resuh  in  environmental 
problems  in  rock  or  fractured  surface  areas 

II  On  page  4-9,  in  the  cave^carst  area,  shutdown  time  should  be  limhed  to  a period  of  not 
more  than  24  hours  without  agreement  by  both  the  BLM  and  the  operator  We  need  lo 
establish  that  the  BLM  cannot  hold  up  drilling  operations  indefinitely. 

SALABLE  MINERALS 


128-64  With  regard  to  the  requirements  of  other 
surface  management  agencies  (federal  and  state 
agencies),  refer  to  pages  2-6  through  2-12  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS,  or  to  the  minerals  management 
section  in  the  Proposed  RMP/RMPA/Final  EIS.  Each 
agency  has  specifically  identified  the  acreages  that 
would  be  leased  with  no  surface  occupancy;  that 
information  would  be  provided  during  lease  sales  for 
those  acreages.  With  regard  to  non-federal  surface 
ownership  refer  to  response  65-8. 

128-65  Refer  to  response  112-44.4. 

128-66  Refer  to  response  70-2. 

128-67  Refer  to  responses  112-55  and  116-4. 


I The  negative  effect  of  pit  closures  would  occur  due  to  i tightening  the  market  for  these 
materials  would  therefore  ultimately  drive  the  cost  up  This  wdl  resuh  in  hitter 
operating  costs  of  any  user  for  those  materials  There  must  be  a means  to  ensure  that 
sufficient  pits  are  open  to  prevent  driving-up  the  cost  of  caliche 


128-68  Relocations  of  surface  disturbing  activities  are 
discussed  in  environmental  analyses. 


71 


I ANnS  AND  REALTY  MANAGEMENT 

, In  utts  where  cultural  resource]  cannot  be  avoided,  the  agency  with  surbet 
juhsdinion  would  be  responsible  for  testing  and  excavation  in  a timely  manner  so  u to 
not  hold  back  other  uses  unreasonably  The  operator  may  choose  to  conduct  the  sight 
testing  or  excavation  but  is  not  required  to  by  the  agency  Agencies  should  not  suB  ■ 
the  review  of  areas  in  in  effort  to  force  industry  to  pay  for  the  excavation  at  their  own 
expense  This  is  an  unacceptable  practice 


128-69  Refer  to  response  112-93. 
128-70  Refer  to  response  112-92. 
128-71  Refer  to  response  112-45. 
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128-72  Comment  noted. 


72 

73 


I I On  p4ge  4-15,  tetbtck  requirement  from  tny  site  (be  it  lubitit,  cuhunl  reeourct,  of  uiy 
other  protected  wee)  "miy  be  up  to.  but  not  grctlef  t)un  200  meten^  Coit  venui 
benefit  imm  be  coniidefed  is  &I1  these  setbeci:  requiremenU. 

•%  Very  lest  sentence  on  page  4-15  The  lUtemcnt  about  long  lenn  productivity  being 
restored  upon  rehabilitation  coruradicu  Appendix  18  regarding  lurface  disturbance  and 
reclamation.  The  BLM  must  to  be  coruistent  throughout  the  manual  in  the  evaluation 
of  productivity  As  a resuh  Appendix  II  needs  to  be  corrected  to  ^low  that 
produciiviry  is  restored^  if  it  has  been  lost,  upon  reclarratkxL 


128-73  The  statement  you  reference  on  page  4-15 
refers  to  short-term  realty  actions,  which  are  different 
from  the  long-term  use  and  disturbance  associated 
with  oil  and  gas  operations  discussed  in  Appendix  18. 


74 


VEGETATION 

1 On  pig«  4-22,  fira  pirignph,  • II  should  no(  b«  assumed  this  the  vegetition  would  be 
different  following  rehibilitation 

II  On  ptge  4-23,  left  column,  third  p»ngr»ph  - the  turning  or  herbicide  use  on  s»h  cedir 
will  have  impact  on  the  raptor  nests,  heronries  and  birds  affeaed  by  the  MBTA.  The 
negative  impacts  of  this  activity  should  be  analyzed  and  discussed 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


75 


1 Cultural  resources  should  not  be  protected  orJy  in  a rcasortablc  manner  in  order  not  to 
form  an  excessive  burden  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry  and  other  users 
1 The  language  in  the  first  paragraph  needs  to  be  deleted  in  lU  cniircry  or  at  i mmiraum 
rtecds  to  be  re-worded  The  language  implies  that  oil  and  gas  is  primarily  responsible 
for  illegaJ  anifaa  coOecting  and  the  disappearartce  of  cultural  resources  Thu  cannot  be 
Ripported  or  if  this  plan  is  to  make  this  claim,  it  must  be  supported  by  evidence  in  the 
doaimenl 

I On  page  4-26,  bottom  left,  - the  implication  that  erosion  is  caused  only  by  oO  and  gas 
projftrls  is  mcorrcct  Grazing  causes  by  far  much  more  erosion  that  oil  and  gas  projects 
Any  erosion  caused  by  oil  and  gas  construction  must  be  the  result  of  improper 
requiremenu  by  the  BLM  since  the  construction  is  performed  to  BLM  provided 
stipulaiioru  This  paragraph  should  be  deleted 
g If  the  BLM  would  Uke  to  protect  cultural  resources  to  a greater  extent,  they  must  aflow 
the  operator  to  close  the  leases  and  the  range  to  public  This  means  the 

instaDaiion  of  gates  arid  other  meana  to  prohibit  entrance  to  the  public  land  The 
sentence  at  the  top  of  page  4-26  speculates  that  there  it  much  more  cultural  impact  than 
documented  Spcculaiioo  should  riot  be  allowed  in  this  document,  at  least  to  this 
degree  It  is  very  biased 


OUTDOOR  RECRLATION  MANAGEMENT 

1 Visual  impact  in  SE  New  Mexico,  particularly  in  Lea  and  Eddy  Counties,  should  be 
minimal  This  area  is  already  highly  developed  and  • few  more  locations  should  have 


minimal  impact  on  the  boruon  Also,  whh  the  cunent  paint  acheme,  many  of  the 
are  ncci  to  impossible  to  see  from  the  highway, 

<1  Al  I rrunimuni  the  visual  impact  should  be  separated  out  into  the  various  areas  ^ the 
RofwdLdi strict,  i e . Lea  and  Eddy  Counties,  riparian  areas,  forested  sreai 
>1  Language  indicating  long  term  impacts  of  oil  and  gu  should  be  deleted  in  its  entirety 
This  IS  a touOy  negative  comment  regarding  the  oil  and  gas  industry  and  implies  to  all 
readen  that  oO  and  gas  industry  procedures  are  shoddy  and  there  are  lots  of  problems 
It  does  not  take  into  conrideraiion  that  improved  technology  has  almost  eliminated  all 
of  the  problems  that  they  are  alluding  to 

Impacts  of  Aheroatives 

1 On  page  4-30,  activity  in  oil  and  gas  will  have  an  effect  on  visual  quality,  however,  this 
effect  IS  not  alsviys  i reduction  in  the  quality  Many  visiton  to  SENM  comment  that  if 
it  were  not  for  the  od  and  gas  facilities  to  break  the  ovxiotOQy  they  would  be  very 
bored  It  does  not  automatically  resuh  in  a negative  impact 
1 The  visual  impact  mitigation  must  also  have  an  economic  coA  benefit  analysis  done  to 
prevent  lose  of  production  and  revenues  to  industry  and  public  coffen 
1 On  page  4-31.  left  cohimo  • six  paragraphs  need  to  be  deleted  because  they  make 
sutemenis  that  cannot  be  substantiated,  have  no  proof  in  fact,  and  are  frJsely  negative 
I There  is  no  proof  of  any  cave  damage  in  60  yean  of  operatioo  to  date,  current 
technology  is  much  improved  over  the  past,  therefore  there  should  be  no  assumption 
that  there  wUl  be  damage  in  the  fijture  and  certamly  there  is  no  justificauon  for  the  false 
and  negative  suiemerns  of  this  section 

Lands  and  Realty 

1 Section  under  this  heading  should  separate  out  the  different  areas  of  the  RosweO 
Resource  District  because  the  uses  in  the  various  areas  vary  greatly  and  the  users  and 
their  expectations  vary  greatly  It  is  unacceptable  to  assume  the  worst  case  scenario  or 
the  moA  priAine  area  for  the  entire  district  The  plan  should  focusmore  oo  the  normal 
users  of  the  area  and  needs  and  their  expectations  versus  persons  that  may  not  ever 
travel  there  (People  who  live  and  work  in  Hobbs  and  Carlsbad  genenOy  have  different 
expectaliorvs  than  an  tcuvisls  fiom  the  eaA  who  expects  lo  see  an  image  as  wu  seen  on 
TV) 

1 It  cannot  be  assumed  that  all  or  any  activity  will  have  a negative  impact  oo  visual 
resources  This  is  an  individual  value  and  expectation  and  one  that  the  BLM  should  not 
assume  on  the  part  of  the  individual  Full  consideratiofl  of  the  primary  uses  of  the  land 
and  (he  people  who  live  there  muA  be  s part  of  this  ev'aluation 
1 On  page  4-32,  left  colurrui,  last  full  paragraph  * acquisitK>n  muA  be  offset  by  reductions 
such  that  there  u ‘'no  net  gain* 

I On  page  4-33.  left  column,  laA  fuO  paragraph,  firA  sentence  • this  is  a false  Aatement 
since  not  all  activity  results  in  negative  visual  impact 


128-74  Saltcedar  is  a non-native  plant  species  that 
has  taken  over  many  of  our  riparian-wetland  areas  and 
made  them  less  valuable  for  raptors,  heronries  and 
neotropical  migratory  bird  species.  Control  of  this 
ubiquitous  plant  and  regeneration  of  the  area  with 
native  species  is  needed.  There  would  be  minimal 
impacts  to  raptors  from  treatment  because  saltcedar 
is  not  a preferred  nesting  site  for  many  raptors,  nor  for 
many  species  of  birds.  Heronries  would  not  be 
affected  by  treatment.  Any  proposed  treatment  would 
require  a site-specific  environmental  assessment  and 
would  assess  the  impacts  to  affected  species. 
Treatment  is  proposed  only  in  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area. 

128-75  Illegal  artifact  collection  increases  concurrently 
with  improved  access.  The  construction  of  facilities, 
whether  related  to  oil  and  gas  development  or  to  other 
projects,  usually  creates  new  or  improved  access. 
The  construction  of  oil  and  gas  facilities  is  the  largest 
category  of  activity  in  the  Roswell  District  producing 
new  access.  We  have  said  only  that  improved  access 
provides  more  opportunities  for  illegal  collecting,  not 
that  a person  or  persons  associated  with  a specific 
industry  or  group  are  responsible  for  increased  illegal 
collecting. 

128-75.1  We  believe,  based  on  experience  and 
professional  judgement,  that  there  are  many  more 
sites  impacted  than  are  documented  as  impacted.  We 
do  not  have  a large  enough  staff  to  continually  field 
check  the  status  of  archeological  sites.  Often, 
impacted  sites  are  discovered  by  accident,  sometimes 
while  conducting  other  work.  Our  experience  has 
shown  that  as  the  rate  of  field  monitoring  of  sites 
increases,  so  does  the  discovery  of  damaged  sites. 
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1 A ipodfic  dcfinilion  (be  ■‘floodpUini"  mu«  be  included  Aj  it  Hindi,  the  uk  of 
*‘tk)odpUini*  U subject  to  inleipreuiion  by  eich  indiv>duii  Tlis  is  unicceptible  for 
the  miAigement  of  this  pUn  tnd  fotu/c  cooperitive  usociicion  between  the  users  sod 
the  igenae* 

I On  pige  4>39.  leA  column,  first  end  second  piragrsphs  • the  impscu  discxissed  are 
prcventible  by  construction  meins,  such  u berming,  which  should  be  pointed  out  to  the 
reader 

) Bufier  artis  are  uniccepUble  This  only  adds  to  that  area  that  can  be  considered  as  no 
Htfface  occupancy  ai>d  withdraw!!  from  use  If  buffen  are  included  then  aD  statistia 
rtfiecting  lar>d  closed  to  leasing  arvd  use  must  include  the  aaeage  for  these  areas 

1 Page  4-39,  second  paragraph  access  misspelled  in  the  published  copy 

^ We  would  like  an  explanation  of  why  h is  feh  that  diflScutiies  io  re-vegeuting  locations 
nukes  them  subject  to  long  term  soil  losses 

) The  term  *^sired  Plant  Community"  implies  that  there  is  a single  plan  for  all  of  the 
distha  The  district  la  too  diversified  and  the  term  DPC  should  not  used  because  of 
the  misunderstanding  of  ita  definition  The  plan  has  been  to  reclaim  ar>d  reestablish  the 
same  habitat  not  to  estabbsh  a DPC  that  some  biologifl  dreamed  up  as  a uhimate 
vegetation  for  all  species 

1 Table  105  in  heading,  the  last  column  h should  read  "percentage  of  all  sources  " 

1 There  is  no  documentation  of  the  sciervee  that  Table  105  is  aeated  fiom 

'I  The  text  needs  to  indicate  that  the  assumptions  are  based  on  no  reclamation  ar>d  no 
gain.  Certairdy  this  document  needs  to  show  that  reclamation  does  return  lartd  to  a 
usable  use  As  drafied,  only  the  negative  is  emphasised  and  very  Utile  ii  stated  about 
the  positive. 

^ Page  4-41,  the  last  paragraph  seems  to  be  misplaced 

j on  page  442.  first  paragraph  - there  should  be  a reference  to  the  "storm  water 
discharge"  regulations 

^ On  page  4-43.  left  column  • the  term  "DRASTIC”  needs  to  be  defined  and  its  relevance 
to  this  subject  made  clear 

<1  On  page  4-43.  last  paragraph  • there  is  no  mandate  that  the  BLM  should  aeate  "nx>ist 
soils  management”  which  aeates  perpetua]  manmade  wetland  This  again  takes  more 
land  from  the  multiple  use  availability  which  is  inappropriate 


WILDUFE 


1 First  paragraph  • the  netting  and  cone  nJes  are  in  place  and  are  currently  doing  there 
jobs,  therefore,  the  verbs  should  be  in  the  present  tense 
) On  page  4-47,  Impacts  of  Ahemstivei,  • this  paragraph,  which  acts  as  a table  of 
contents,  is  not  needed  and  should  be  deleted 

1 This  entire  section  implies  an  automatic  rvegative  impact  to  wOdlife  from  od  and  gas 
activities  It  has  often  been  found  that  these  activities  are  benefidal  to  the  populadoos 
of  wildlife.  For  instance,  raptors  have  benefited  from  the  elevated  resting  and  viewing 


128-76  Refer  to  response  112-46. 

128-77  Refer  to  response  116-3. 

128-78  Revegetation  efforts  can  sometimes  be 
difficult,  such  as  v^hen  caliche  is  used  to  stabilize 
roads  or  well  pads.  These  sites  can  be  prone  to  long- 
term soil  losses.  Soil  loss  (i.e.  erosion)  consists  of  the 
detachment  and  transport  of  soil  particles.  In 
southeast  New  Mexico,  raindrop  impact,  flowing  water, 
and  wind  are  the  primary  erosion  agents.  When 
vegetative  cover  is  lost,  the  soil  surface  is  not  only 
exposed  to  these  forces,  the  erosive  forces 
themselves  can  be  more  severe.  For  example, 
infiltration  rates  tend  to  be  lower  on  poorly-vegetated 
soils,  causing  the  amount  and  erosive  force  of  surface 
water  flow  to  be  greater  than  that  on  well-vegetated 
soils. 

128-79  Refer  to  pages  1-16,  2-165  and  2-166,  and 
Appendix  11  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  for  information  on 
desired  plant  community.  You  seem  to  have 
misunderstood  the  DPC  concept.  Site-specific 
objectives  for  DPC  will  be  developed  when  activity 
plans  (such  as  allotment  management  plans)  are 
written  or  when  authorizations  are  made  for  surface 
disturbance.  Desired  plant  community  is  not  a "one 
size  fits  all"  process. 

1 28-80  Refer  to  the  Watershed  section  of  Appendix 
18. 

128-81  Refer  to  response  112-47. 

128-82  It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  RMP/EIS  to 
discuss  all  applicable  laws,  regulations,  and  policy 
requirements  for  all  proposed  actions.  Storm  water 
discharge  regulations  would  apply  to  the  referenced 
proposed  action.  It  will  be  addressed  when  a project- 
specific  activity  plan  and  environmental  assessment 
are  prepared. 

128-83  A definition  of  the  term  has  been  added  to  the 
Glossary.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Glossary. 

128-84  Refer  to  response  112-48. 

128-85  Elevated  perches  and,  occasionally,  nesting 
sites  are  provided  by  some  structures  associated  with 
oil  and  gas  activities.  Rodents  use  the  cover  afforded 
by  pipe  yards;  they  tend  to  be  opportunistic.  We  have 
modified  the  text  to  reflect  beneficial  impacts  of  oil  and 
gas  development.  Refer  to  Table  34. 
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iiu<  tnd  Ihc  rodenti  ihil  irt  livin|  in  the  pipeyude,  etc.  Thi(  Mcdoa  ihouM  reduce  lh« 
implicetioa  of  the  tuionutic  neguive  impect. 

Il  ihould  oo(  be  iMumed  thu  geophyiicel  explorttion  ectivitiee  are  lutomalicaDjr  |oin| 
to  aeala  oew  roadi  General  practice  it  to  bl^  off  acceai  where  theae  unha  have  gone 
ia  order  to  prohibit  the  uae  of  the  public  and  the  development  of  acccai 
A blartket  aasuraption  that  wildlife  abundance  and  divenity  would  decreaae  with  oil  and 
gaa  development  is  unsubstantiated  At  a minimum  it  ne^s  to  be  implied  that  oil  and 
gas  can  have  both  positive  and  negative  effects  on  wildlife 

Dune  sagebrush  lizard.  The  impacts  are  only  speculative  and  should  not  be  presented  in 
this  document  u iact 

On  page  4-49,  left  column,  last  paragraph  and  2 following  paragraphs  • it  it 
inappropriate  to  establish  "no  new  drilling'  areas  for  prairie  chichen  habitat  whether 
they  be  in  Carlsbad  or  Rotwed  Resource  Areu  The  chicken  has  proven  to  be  able  to 
expand  its  areas  and  multiply  ia  conjunction  with  oil  and  gas  activities  There  are 
hunting  seasons  for  these  birds  ia  these  areas,  which  indicates  that  they  are  doing  well 
Thit  it  another  attempt  to  withdraw  aaeage  from  oil  and  gas  development  by  meant  of 
wildlife  species  protection  Science  teds  us  that  the  chicken  artd  oil  and  gas  operationt 
can  coexiaL  These  3 paragraphs  should  be  deleted 

Language  unplytng  that  ad  pumpjacks  are  powered  by  gas-fired  motors  it  inconect. 
Language  should  be  deleted  Most  oil  and  gu  facilities  are  powered  by  electricity  and 
resuh  in  a minimum  noise  disturbance 

Would  like  to  have  an  explanation  why  BLM  vegetation  management  activities  would 
not  also  affect  the  soil  disturbaitce 

Ad  references  to  setbacks  in  this  chapter  mutt  be  modified  to  reflect  the  *up  to,  but  not 
to  exceed  200  meters’  statement. 

The  term  'buffer'  should  be  replaced  by  the  term  'setback'  in  ad  instances  Buffer 
impCes  a larger  area  of  two  dimensions,  where  the  regulations  only  cad  for  a one 
dimension  setback. 

On  page  4-S2,  need  a paragraph  separation  between  the  first  and  second  fiid  paragraphs 
On  page  4-S3,  left  column,  third  fitll  paragraph  • the  discussion  should  indicate  that  the 
clearirtg  of  invading  species  wid  have  the  same  impact  u the  cleartttg  of  ROW  for  oil 
and  gas  construction  projects  Thjs  clearing  activity  of  the  invading  species  hu  not 
bees  regulated  u harsUy 

On  page  4-57,  Tire  management  - large  wildfires  often  have  much  more  loitg  term 
impacts  that  do  construction  projects  This  paragraph  should  discuss  these  long  term 
impacts,  such  u the  fire  at  Sacramento,  NM  20  years  ago  arud  the  fires  we  see  out  of 
planes  as  we  fly  over  SENM. 


94 


<1  The  openini  pAra^iph  In  this  Kction  needs  to  be  3eieted  io  iu  eniirery  The  linfuegc 
here  it  purdy  emotione]  tnd  obviously  reflects  the  feelinp  of  the  writer 
j Ltngutge  needs  to  be  ir>cluded  in  this  section  thst  consideration  of  the  expectioons  of 
the  people  who  live  in  the  area  are  considered  People  who  wort  in  SE  New  Mebco. 


128-86  Our  experience  is  that  trails  are  created  during 
geophysical  exploration  by  vehicles  traveling  the  same 
route,  by  the  density  of  off-road  routes  associated  with 
3-D  geoseismic  exploration,  and  by  repeated 
exploration  in  the  same  area  by  different  companies. 
Not  all  geophysical  lines  result  in  established  trails. 
Depending  on  the  location  of  the  activity,  geophysical 
lines  are  less  noticeable  after  a growing  season.  But 
in  most  cases,  especially  in  the  soil  types  we  have  in 
Southeastern  New  Mexico,  trails  are  evident  for  a long 
period  of  time.  The  public  does  not  differentiate  an 
existing  trail  through  an  area  from  one  that  was 
created  by  geophysical  exploration.  Blocking-off 
access  typically  does  not  work  because  people  will 
just  drive  around  the  berm.  Signing  in  conjunction  with 
barriers  would  help,  but  can  be  ignored  as  well. 

128-87  Refer  to  response  112-49. 

128-88  The  fact  that  the  sand  dune  lizard  is  a state- 
listed  species  warrants  the  best  professional 
judgement  about  the  impacts  of  various  activities  on 
the  lizard.  The  loss  of  habitat  from  whatever  reason 
is  important,  especially  when  analyzed  from  a 
cumulative  impact  standpoint  versus  one  site  at  a 
time.  Mescalero  Sands  constitutes  key  habitat  in  the 
state  for  the  lizard.  The  combination  of  limited  habitat, 
spotty  distribution,  and  dependency  on  active  or  semi- 
active dunes,  makes  this  species  vulnerable  to  habitat 
loss. 

128-89  The  Mescalero  Sands  ecosystem  is  the  only 
area  in  New  Mexico  supporting  viable  populations  of 
lesser  prairie  chicken  on  public  land.  Mitigation  of 
land  use  activities,  and  not  just  oil  and  gas 
development  and  livestock  grazing,  is  needed  to 
protect  crucial  habitat  and  to  ensure  the  continued 
existence  of  this  species.  We  understand  the  hunting 
season  will  be  reevaluated  by  the  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish.  The  fact  that  prairie 
chickens  are  hunted  does  not  imply  security  of  the 
population.  The  BLM  is  responsible  for  managing 
habitat  for  these  species  and  we  are  attempting  to 
ensure  that  there  is  habitat  when  their  populations 
increase.  At  this  time,  prairie  chicken  populations  are 
low  due  to  the  number  of  years  of  drought  conditions. 
Good  habitat  on  public  lands  must  be  available  for 
future  populations.  Also,  refer  to  response  39-5. 

1 28-90  Refer  to  response  1 1 2-49. 1 . 

1 28-91  Soil  disturbances  due  to  vegetation  treatments 
are  discussed  on  Page  4-41  of  the  Draft  RMP/EiS.  A 
principal  objective  of  vegetation  treatments  is  to 
enhance  vegetation  cover  to  protect  soils  from 
disturbance  and  erosive  forces.  Minor,  short-term 
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pvticultrly  in  Let  ind  Ed<}y  Counticft,  &I>o  ve  cfnpk)ye<l  by  the  induitnes  thkl  trt 
rcguUted  in  pvl  by  the  BLR 

j The  econoeny  in  Lea  and  E4dy  Counues  U primanly  dependent  oo  od  and  get  industry 
Thii  language  must  be  induded  in  the  discussion  of  the  locul  and  economic  impects  of 
this  resource  pUn 

g The  Unguage  in  the  middle  of  Page  4<6t,  second  column,  discussing  the  coninbutions 
made  by  the  oti  and  gas  industry  are  mislesding  This  section  should  reflect  the  number 
for  the  oil  ar^  gu  irvJuitry  u shown  the  ** coalition**  alternative 

^ On  page  4-61,  right  column,  last  paragraph  • the  acreage  impaaed  wiD  change 
dranicafly  from  the  current  condition  \^hen  we  look  at  a wdl  today  we  recognize  the 
sups  that  spply  by  lU  kxauorv  Urtder  the  Surface  Use  arvJ  Occupancy  rule  each  well 
will  have  to  consider  all  50  stipi  that  are  rolled  up  into  the  plan  even  if  they  do  not 
apply  In  some  cases  the  SU&O  plan  could  also  result  in  a problem  with  the 
*'conungent  rights  supulstion*  conditions  change  on  the  IcAse  This  matter  should  be 
addressed  to  prevent  the  sups  from  changing  with  time  This  will  be  a cost  iiKrease  due 
to  the  lime  inaease  involved  in  artalysis 

^ Disagree  with  the  statement  that  additional  costs  from  resthetions  can  be  absorbed  in 
the  cost  of  doing  business  An  oil  and  gas  operator  cannot  pass  on  ina eased  regulatory 
costs  to  the  purchaser  ofhts  product  The  price  of  the  product  is  determined  by  outside 
forces  over  which  the  oil  and  gas  operator  has  no  control  This  should  be  spelled  out  in 
the  disexission  of  soooeconomic  activities  impact 

<1  Construction  of  berms  around  pads,  without  documented  justifreation,  do  add  to  the 
cost  and  carmot  be  considered  to  be  mexperxsive 

1 The  determinaiioo  of  value  per  acre  needs  to  be  consistent  in  all  of  the  discussioos  The 
BLR  uses  two  different  ttfextnct  points  when  discusaing  the  aae  value  of  oil  and  gas 
relative  to  potash  Alternative  F,  the  users  aliemative,  has  tried  to  compare  th^ 
numbers  using  the  same  basis 

g On  page  4-69.  last  paragraph  • the  word  *‘salable*'  is  misspelled 


disturbances  (often  unnoticeable  after  one  year) 
sometimes  result  from  efforts  to  achieve  long-term 
improvements  in  vegetation  cover. 

128-92  Clearing  invading  species  in  a plant 
community  is  not  the  same  as  clearing  vegetation  on 
a right-of-way.  One  affects  plant  communities  by 
improving  or  enhancing  the  community,  the  other  is  a 
construction  activity.  The  impact  of  a ROW  for  oil  and 
gas  activity  depends  on  the  type  of  ROW.  Small 
laterals  produce  less  impact  than  do  major 
transmission  pipelines.  A ROW  location  does  not 
consider  the  needs  of  wildlife,  but  is  based  on 
efficiency  and  the  economics  of  the  project.  Typically, 
all  vegetation  is  removed  along  a ROW,  and  the 
continued  use  of  the  ROW  also  impacts  vegetation 
and  wildlife.  The  method  and  location  of  clearing 
invading  plants  is  selective  to  minimize  impacts  to 
wildlife.  Clearing  invading  species  is  done  either  with 
herbicides  or  fire,  or  by  mechanical  means  that  do  not 
disrupt  soil  profiles  or  destroy  other  vegetation.  An 
area  where  invading  plant  species  have  been  removed 
does  not  receive  repeated  use  or  maintenance. 

128-93  The  purpose  of  Chapter  4 is  to  document  our 
analysis  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  our 
proposals  in  the  various  alternatives  and  to  compare 
the  relative  effects  of  each  of  those  alternatives.  The 
effects  of  wildfires,  and  other  natural  disasters,  are  not 
addressed  because  we  obviously  are  not  proposing 
them  and  have  no  control  over  the  results  of  those 
natural  occurrences.  We  do  have  the  opportunity  to 
control  the  effects  of  construction  projects  and  have 
proposed  many  actions  to  mitigate  those  impacts. 


128-94  Refer  to  response  70-2. 


128-95  You  seem  to  be  confusing  the  use  of  leasing 
stipulations  and  the  application  of  conditions  of 
approval,  including  the  proposed  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements.  The  processes  of  leasing 
and  permitting  would  not  change  from  current  practice. 
In  fact,  we  are  proposing  to  substantially  reduce  the 
number  of  leasing  stipulations  from  the  present 
number  (see  Table  21  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS). 
Stipulations  and  conditions  of  approval  would  be 
applied  only  where  appropriate  to  mitigate  impacts. 


128-96  Refer  to  response  112-50. 


1-313 


RDfwefl  Resource  PUa 

Appeodix  1 ' RMP  process 

The  procedure  for  step  7 suted  in  the  Apper>dix  does  rx>(  igrec  with  the  chsrt  presented 
in  Chsfter  1(1-7)  in  thsl  the  public  input  w-u  not  considered  in  determinstion  of  the 
desired  altemsiive. 
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Appsadbt  3 - Surface  use  tod  occupsocy  requironeati 

I It  is  aJarmmg  that  oii  and  gas  operations  are  again  solely  targeted  for  consideration  on 
split  estates  where  there  are  obviously  other  land  users 

1 Buffers  are  another  unacceptable  means  of  land  withdrawal  for  surface  use 

1 The  setback  provisions  in  all  Alternatives  must  r>ot  exceed  200  meters  as  established  by 
IM  in  1989  and  CFR  notice  in  1988 

I There  should  be  no  NSO  stipulation  for  activities  within  the  100  year  floodplain. 
Technologies  are  sufBcient  to  protect  these  areas  as  demonstrated  by  Gulf  Coast 
operations  monitored  by  hO»(S  There  is  considerable  oidence  of  safe  and 
envvonmemally  sour^  operatioru  with  facilities  in  surface  water  bodies  such  as  lakes 
and  rivers  aaoss  the  US. 

1 Timing  resirictioru  for  prairie  chickens  should  not  be  extended.  There  is  ao  information 
lojusti^  this  stipulation. 

^ Until  the  Anal  results  of  ongoing  Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard  studies  are  published,  there 
should  be  no  potemial  or  suitable  habitat  restrictions  imposed  on  operaton. 

1 The  painting  requirement  should  be  modified  to  require  painting  only  if  equipment  is 
new  Of  if  operator  needs  to  repaint.  Must  not  be  required  to  paint  equipment  moved 
&om  other  leases  that  is  the  wrong  color. 

1 Every  low  profile  requiremem  must  be  properly  substantiated  as  to  rts  oeed 

Appendix  A - Cooditiona  of  Approval 

1 Item  2 should  contain  reference  to  oil  and  gas  operations  ar>d  petroleum  exemptions 
under  RCRA  and  CERCLA. 

y Delete  the  last  sentence  in  Item  5 since  it  is  unreasonable  to  expect  operator  to  evaluate 
a cultural  or  paJeoniologica]  siu 

Pipeline  (RJght-of-wayXPcrmii)  Stipulations 

1 Item  10  - pipeline  sizes  and  uses  need  to  be  defined  as  to  those  that  must  be  buried  It  is 
unreasonable  to  expect  operators  to  bury  flowlmes  and  water  lines  Also,  36"  depth  is 
too  deep  for  this  area  which  could  cause  need  for  blasting  ofbedrock. 

1 Item  1 5 • see  Appendix  3 visual  resource  managemenl  comment. 

Surface  Installed  Pipeline 


128-97  Refer  to  response  112-9. 

128-98  Refer  to  responses  65-8  and  112-52. 
128-99  Refer  to  response  112-55. 

128-100  Refer  to  response  112-58. 

1 28-1 01  Refer  to  response  1 1 2-59. 

128-102  Refer  to  response  112-60. 

1 28-1 02  Refer  to  response  1 1 2-61 . 

128-104  Refer  to  response  112-62. 

128-105  Refer  to  response  112-63. 

128-106  Refer  to  response  112-45. 

128-107  Refer  to  response  112-67. 
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Il«jn  II  - The  holder  of  i ROW  for  • lurlice  pipeline  ihouJd  no*  be  held  Eeble  br 
•ctiviiiee  beyond  their  control  Dunije  done  by  lend  clearing  mi  otha  land  dijturbinf 
activitiea  not  under  contract  by  the  ROW  holds  cannot  be  coouoOed  by  the  bolds 
The  defiiatioo  ofany  one  event”  unds  item  lie  need*  to  be  clari5«d 
Item  24  ■ lee  item  1 5 discuuion 


Permanent  Reaource  Roadi 
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y Since  there  is  i BLM  Road  Policy,  this  should  be  discussed  at  this  point 
y Item  34  - industry  agrees  with  possibility  of  closure  of  roads  to  public  uk. 
y Item  35  - The  concept  of  desired  plant  community  wu  discussed  in  Chapter  4 U 
appears  that  this  concept  might  be  going  beyond  the  return  of  the  vegetation  to  that  which 
was  at  I site  prior  to  the  activity.  This  would  not  be  acceptable  in  terms  of  habitat 
maintenance  The  language  regarding  re-seeding  needs  to  be  more  specific  The  BLM 
must  ensure  that  there  are  enough  seed  suppliers  to  furnish  tested  seed.  The  lest  cannot  be 
the  responsibility  of  the  operator  Re-seeding  must  be  held  to  a goodfaith  effort  level  of 
twice  in  two  yean 


128-108  Refer  to  response  112-73. 

128-109  Refer  to  response  112-74. 

128-110  Refer  to  response  112-75. 

128-111  Refer  to  responses  112-77  and  112-78. 
128-112  Refer  to  response  112-78.1. 
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OVERBAD  ELECTRIC  DISTRIBUTION  LINES 

1 Tht  renuifcment  fo(  iniullaiion  of  raptor  protection  wu  not  presented  through  the 
proper  system  of  comments,  etc  Ceruinly,  the  insuUtLon  on  old  powerlines  cannot  be 
required  under  the  contingent  rights  concept. 

COMML^ICATION  SITES 

1 Item  47  - the  first  sentence  appeara  to  be  incomplete  Need  to  irtsert  the  word  lease*  at 
end  of  sentence 

on,  A.ND  GAS  RELATED  SITES(RlGHTS-OF-WAY) 

f Item  50  - Painting  should  only  be  required  where  new  hems  are  installed  or  operator  is 
repainting  See  item  1 5 


SALT  WATER  DISPOSAL  \^ELLS  (COMMERCIAL) 


114 
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1 Item  57  - the  bonding  for  i commercial  site  might  need  to  he  inaease  to  ensure  closure 
protection  See  NMOCD  rule  71 1 for  more  details 
1 Item  60  - Need  to  reduce  the  requirement  for  bolding  capacity  to  that  of  the  SPCC  plan 
of  125V.  of  the  storage  capacity  of  the  facility 
1 Item  61  - see  15  and  50  above 


APPLICATION  FOR  PERMIT  TO  DRILL 

1 Item  74  - the  word  “in"  needs  to  be  inserted  between  "contained”  and  “onshore" 


1 28-1 1 3 Refer  to  response  1 1 2-79. 

128-114  We  have  adopted  your  suggestion  and  have 
modified  the  condition  of  approval  to  permit  flexibility 
in  determining  the  amounts  of  performance  bonds  for 
saltwater  disposal.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the 
Proposed  Plan. 

128-115  We  have  modified  the  condition  of  approval 
to  conform  with  the  requirements  for  containment 
dikes  in  the  "Gold  Book,"  (the  Surface  Operating 
Standards  for  Oil  and  Gas  Exploration  and 
Development)  prepared  by  the  BLM  and  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed 
Plan. 
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f lun  7$  - mot  toptod  b oAa  ntnimil  ia  tW  CXA  Mid  iha  ■ uxd  fcr  oonanictiaa 
p*d£n(,  it  ■ luggnted  that  iW  wor4n(  n6«cl  dial  'V  poiatlr*  dM  aoclipi£n|  it  to 

btdOM 

I hon  II  • wt  aiggca  tht  ioa  A retd  Tatervt  pin  Ail  wtotver  ooiabte  be 
conitnKtcd ” 

t hen  M - h it  not  tppropritu  to  require  bennio|  of  el  tink  btoaiei,  ance  i)ic  aortd 
mtlcnal  wil  not  tlwtye  travel  to  e water  lyeteai  h b aitteeled  dial  dae  acm  retd  *Ai 
ippropriitc  lank  banenaa... 
a hem  Id  ■ Sac  kon  IS  abova 

1 Slartiai  w«k  ham  U tba  euaabariog  ooovealioa  hai  <Aao(ed  wbicb  cauaae  pom 
ooedloioaL  neaae  coerecl  to  «ay  whfe  the  eatac  ooaventioa. 
a hero  11  - Sac  item  IS  coocaraini  OK 

Apfioafa  S • Practioca  ftir  ol  aad  pa  Mfai(  lad  operKiaaa  ia  cave  aad  bar«  treat 

a Ifttalpouible,  tbcanaIytifCvlbecavtandUr«arcaahcuidbcdoncpnorlolcaiin( 
and  any  ^lecial  nipulatioeis  ihould  be  ittached  to  the  Icajca  price  to  teaiin(,  aol  after 
the  iVt  (comingeol  richer  fbpulatioo).  Stipi  elterhnd  to  AFDS  ifacadd  be  fiiarted  and 
liiDy  juitifiad. 

a Ftp  APS-2  - Theae  comnena  do  tot  addrta  each  akemative  ance  aq>))an  ii  pven  to 
the  fteaourca  Uaert  Coalhioo  Akemative  F,  however,  the  fcOowia|  ia  a diacuaiioa  of 
itcmi  commoo  to  iH  ahemativea 

a When  drilling  bi  cave  and  karat  vcaa,  die  BLM  mual  have  a deciaiofl  makuig 
repreMnlalive  available  on  a 24  hour  per  day  baab. 
b Operatora  muat  not  be  reaponiAk  for  the  coat  of  d^acboa  mAhodi  beyond  a 
review  of  rearSly  available  infoniiatiaa. 

c.  AH  reference  to  V-pit  deaip  ibould  be  eGraioaled  b the  cave  and  karat  arcat  due 
to  the  cooatruction  metboda  required  and  the  goolofy  of  Ike  Met. 
d There  b oo  adentific  juatificatioo  for  a rc^nremeat  for  thicker  than  nonnal 

caaii«  . API  arb  ioduatiy  Handardi  for  burat  and  ooSapae  deaip  are  more 
than  adequate. 

e If  driSlng  has  beeo  diacontinijed  due  to  a apperctf  avidatKe  of  a cave,  the  BLM 
nasal  make  a dedaioo  oo  raeatabSahiof  operaboaa  wttbm  24  hours, 
f Araaial  bndenhead  teal  would  be  required  only  oo  wels  located  within  1/2  mile 
of  a cave.  The  BLM  muat  advbc  operator  where  the  bradeoheid  teiu  arc 
required 

g Drffing  fluidt 'm  the  aur&ce  at^  cave  Mriep  diould  be  Itoitad  to  freah  water, 
compressed  air  or  foam.  Ooce  the  cave  cajmg  bring  baa  baea  ad  , tba 
opoBlor  may  use  whatever  drklirtg  &ad  b re^iirad 

Appenfia  I - Aerpaatboot  and  Dbpoab 

( Acquisitiotu  rmut  be  offset  by  Ska  Biad  (fispcaalaosaimaiBriig  I •ao  ad  gain"  position 

for  govemmera  land. 


2S 


123| 

124 1 

1251 
125.l| 
126 1 


127 
127.11 

128 


Appenfoc  II  • Demrad  Plaib  Coaniaakjr 

1 The  god  of  the  OK  nut  be  to  tetura  the  habitat  to  thd  erhkh  odbed  prior  to  any 
(fiaturbo^  activily  It  mub  be  uedarbood  that  the  goal  b not  to  place  t leaM  in  a 
crxnnainity,  but  to  rdura  the  vegetitioo  to  the  original  habitat. 

Appcaafoi  13  - ACEC  Kekvanoe  and  Importaoca  Cthab 

1 The  ACEC  dcaignaiion  b inappropriate  bi  that  k b the  ivithdrawal  of  lands  without 
going  through  the  alepa  preaertbod  by  FLPhdA.  Therafort  the  ACEC  ihould  be  deleted 
inks  entirely. 

Appendb  IS  • 01  and  Cat  Opcraliaas 

y Pap  APlS-5,  rtgh  cduirrn,  3rd  ptiagraph  - the  mud  volume  b overbated  A more 
reasonable  vobime  might  be  S.OOO  banek. 

y Pap  APIS-IO^  right  eohitat,  2nd  fol  paragrap\  next  to  lab  aanteriee  - kiaen  new 
leaaace  to  read:  "Due  to  the  aethack  of  up  to  200  mdara  that  might  be  required  by 
BLM,  an  onorthorlOT  localioo  mighi  be  created." 

y Pap  APlS-11,  production.  3rd  pirigriph  - Thb  partgrapb  needi  to  reflect  that  gat 
producad  with  ofl  b aeparaled  in  a Uealer  or  teparttor  and  mixed  with  flash  gu  Ikom 
links  and  then  delivered  to  tales  bnes. 

Appends!  II  - ImpscI  Analysb  Asrumptiaas 

y The  contiflued  snd  often  kicreaaed  impoiitioo  of  regulstioni  on  Federal  lands  has 
resuked  b 1 desire  to  bay  away  from  the  leasing  and  operation  on  these  lands  Many 
smal  and  tap  independenu  have  indicated  they  wtB  no  longer  leek  lands  m Federal 
Of  purchase  leases  from  ms^  operators  due  to  the  Babifity  and  onerous  lease 
sdpulatiorb  TV  irnpaci  of  Iheb  opinions  ihould  be  taken  kko  aceoum  in  the  estiinstes 
of  knpacti  ■ tbu  section. 

y The  tiiunpions  made  in  thb  icctioo  u well  as  the  entire  RMP  ire  very  oeptive  to  the 
od  and  gaa  ktduatry.  The  industry  has,  is  adtfitiori  to  providing  ngnifleam  revenue  to 
the  bate  huI  fodaral  coffers,  done  many  thinp  to  improve  the  environment.  No  credit 
b given  to  operitrxs  for  the  innoviiioo  and  efforu  made  a these  arena 

y Based  00  da  above  and  oibcr  critarb.  there  b no  bub  for  preifictioo  of  hoomfoub 
cydet  buca  oo  hiboricaJ  data. 

y Table  All-1  *2- 

a.  Acreage  dbturbance  per  well  calculationi  are  overruled  by  a foctor  of  2 tinea 

b.  Subifized  acreage  calculations  are  underiaied  by  a foctor  of  2 times 

c.  Suceeai  rale  of  ISW  for  developmenulweflsb  loo  low  and  ihould  be  ii  the  90- 

92Srinp. 
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128-116  Refer  to  response  112-82. 

1 28-1 1 7 Refer  to  response  1 1 2-84. 

128-119  Refer  to  response  112-85. 

128-119  The  text  has  been  modified  to  address  your 
comment.  Refer  to  the  Proposed  Plan. 

128-120  Refer  to  response  112-90. 

128-121  Item  a:  Refer  to  response  112-92. 

Item  b:  Cave  detection  would  rely  mainly  on  the  review 
of  records  and  field  examinations.  There  may  be 
situations,  as  with  cultural  resource  inventories,  where 
an  operator  may  wish  to  fund  a cave  detection 
practice  as  a matter  of  expediency,  rather  that  wait  for 
the  BLM  to  schedule  the  work  and  acquire  the  funding 
needed  for  the  work. 

Item  c:  Refer  to  response  112-93. 

Item  d:  Refer  to  response  112-94. 

Item  e:  Refer  to  response  112-92. 

Item  f:  It  is  not  our  intent  to  have  every  well  undergo 
an  annual  bradenhead  test.  The  test  should  be 
performed  on  wells  near  significant  caves,  as  defined 
in  the  Federal  Cave  Resources  Protection  Act.  We 
will  further  refine  this  requirement  by  incorporating 
your  suggestion  of  limiting  tests  to  wells  within  one- 
half  mile  of  caves.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the 
Proposed  Plan. 

Item  g:  We  have  modified  the  text  based  on  your 
suggestion.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

128-122  Refer  to  response  28-57. 

128-123  The  goal  of  desired  plant  community  concept 
is  to  meet  specified  objectives  for  vegetation,  including 
diversity  and  cover,  within  one  of  the  plant 
communities  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  Each 
DPC  objective  would  be  tied  to  a specific  site  within  a 
community.  Depending  on  the  site,  there  may  be 
situations  where  the  DPC  objective  would  not  match 
the  character  of  the  site  prior  to  surface  disturbance  or 
where  we  would  want  to  overtly  change  the  vegetative 
composition,  irrespective  of  any  prior  surface 
disturbance. 

128-124  Refer  to  responses  39-3  and  85-3. 

128-125  Refer  to  response  112-103. 
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Hd  T7«  47%  success  nle  for  wildcat  weDs  should  be  changed  to  be  more  in  line  with 
indutt/y  expociationi  of  1 5% 

e The  “Abandoned  Producer"  figures  in  the  chan  arc  loo  high  The  history  of 
orphan  wells  in  New  Mexico  does  not  tuppon  this  ntc 


128-125.1  Suggestion  noted. 

1 28-1 26  Refer  to  response  112-11 0. 

128-127  Our  assumptions  are  based  on  actual 
numbers.  The  acreages  of  predicted  disturbances  and 
the  number  of  wells  were  determined  from  historical 
records.  We  have  modified  the  section  on  economic 
impacts,  based  on  data  provided  during  the  public 
comment  period.  Refer  to  the  Proposed  Plan. 

128-127.1  The  BLM's  Supplemental  Program 
Guidance  for  preparation  of  an  RMP  requires  the 
prediction  of  a future  boom/bust  cycle,  for  purposes  of 
impact  analysis.  We  derived  the  numbers  used  in  our 
boom/bust  cycle  prediction  from  historical  data,  which 
contained  boom/bust  cycles. 

128-128  Refer  to  responses  112-130  and  112-132. 
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February  ZB.  1995 

{•  '795  1 

Leslie  Cone 

Vt,  U'S”  » 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

1717  w.  Second  St. 

J/ 

Roswell.  NX  88201 

RE:  Roswell  Resource 

Management  Plan 

We  the  following  are  in  general  favor  of  the 

Draft  Roswell  Resource 

Management  Plan.  We 

are  particularly  encouraged  by  the  acreages 

identified  for  disposal.  We  would  request 

the  courtesy  of  being 

allowed  to  supplement 

our  comments  on  an  individual  basis. 

Sincerely, 

^ ^ — 

Howa  rd^  Howe 1 1 

Ronnie  Harral 

Pete  Laumbach 

Lester  Donaghe 

Leland  Harral 

B«cty  Solt 

Tom  Figg 

w.  I.  Johnson 

David  Kincaid 

Sandra  Shank 

Gary  Hightower 

Charles  Dean 

J.  W.  Stradley 

John  Hightower 

John  Cauhape 

Chari ie  Mulcock 

Richard  Champion 

Jiatoy  Cooper 

Ralph  Shaffer 

Melv;.n  Key 

Depp  Crockett 

Bob  Boyles 

John  Carver 

Harold  Hefner 

J.m  Boyles 

Joe  Steel 

B;ll  Kennedy 

Tony  Treat 

Betty  Martin 

Top  Linebery 

Carl  Ross 

Sarr.  Teel 

Bill  weddidge 

J.  w.  Joy 

Floyd  Cole 

JoJ'-n  Gray 

Robert  McCasla.nd 

Carl  Foster 

E.-:l  Bach 

Albert  Bach 

Sam  Henderson 

Jonette  Hill 

Joe  Pike 

Harold  Green 

129-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Febryir>  21,  m$ 


Mr.  Sioyv  R.MFX1S  Tet®  Uider 
B«r«sg  of  Litd  Mifl«|cacgt 
Ros«tU  Dtotrici  OfTko 
PP  Wcti  2»d  Street 
Ro«»*U,Ne«  Mciko  U20I-20P 


Mr.  SiMt: 


MtfidUi  OU  l»c^  MMUod  Rtfiott,  b««  r«vW«cd  c*<h  of  tbc  altenatKM  profoaed  for  (ba 
Ctrlibod  Rttoirce  MsBageacot  Pfoa  Aacodeical  aod  triad  Co  detaraloe  tb«  Lapoet,  tf  aty,  aacb 
propoub  ottold  bavf  oo  tbc  cooUeoed  prodoctfoa  aod  npforaboo  projects  for  tba  fotgrt.  Ai  om  of 
tbe  lar|e«l  ladcpeodeat  oil  sod  ga>  operaion  ia  Soyibeast  Nnt  Mciko,  «r«  care  abovt  tbc  uactity  of 
tbe  ea^iroaneat  obilc  tiHviag  to  contiauall)  inprov*  oar  doacatic  opcratioai.  WMb  a total  federal 
acreage  leaiM  bold  (act)  of  100,041  acres  with  a eonbiaed  predactfoa  of  19,00^  (MCFPD)  aad  3p3SS 
(BOPD),  b b etlrtacl^  iaiporUat  Ibat  balaace  betieeea  tbe  acoaysic®  aad  tbe  oO  iadattry  coatlaac 

LA.ND  USE  RESTRICTIONS: 


Mcridlaa  Oil  lac  bai  takea  ooa  of  Ifi  aoet  proaiaeat  actht  areas,  aad  saalyrad  tbe  iaipael 
eacb  proposed  Uad  uie  rcatrktioo  «oold  bavc  Upoe  uU  revlrei,  »c  have  deternlaed  that 
ladStdeaO),  tbcae  reatrktloai  are  loaciblai  wa  bav«  baea  dcaUo|  »ttb  for  a loaf  Hhc  Load  aae 
problem  lacb  u eavc'kjrtt  areas,  oUdlife  oaleriag  boica,  water  welH,  dry  lake  beds  (playuj, 
arcbeolofical  sites,  ia  (bis  iastaace,  WW  n practice  boaba,  aad  active  saads  have  all  beta  worked 
oot  ia  tbe  Arid  betweea  .Meridiao  persoeael  aad  BLM  repreaeatath as.  Oar  |reatc«t  coarera  b wbat 
bappcai  wbea  more  tbaa  oae  of  (be  rcstrictioai  occun  la  a 40  acre  driniag  aalt  (Sec  Map)  As  loog 
as  coaproBisc  b still  asailabfo,  we  doa'I  feet  that  Meridiaa  ‘s  fatart  operatioas  are  at  rbk. 

However.  Meridiaa  docs  waot  to  go  oa  record  (bat  lacrcasiig  mrncitoas  ia  the  foiare  coDbiaed 
wHb  (be  caaubtive  effect  uid  reatnetiOBi  eaa,  as  iadicaied  oa  tbe  Bap,  cause  detriaeatai  damage 
to  tbe  oil  iadastry,  (buily  resultiog  ia  aa  ecoaoak  tbonfaO  for  cveryoae 


130-1  We  agree  that  it  would  be  useful  to  have 
another  Section  106  training  made  available  to 
interested  parties,  including  industry.  We  have  made 
a request  to  the  New  Mexico  Historic  Preservation 
Office  to  offer  such  a course  in  our  area. 


Al  «Uled  previoiuly.  Mtridiio  Oil  i,d  BLM  pcnogo<l  kivc  mile  Kvcral  HeW  Irip,  lo  protpMth’, 
loctltooi  10  deltrraioc  ibe  probUm  tad  ,ori  ouf  le  «)uitlbl,  lolulion  for  ocr\onc.  ObviouiN 
Mtndiao  Oil  «ould  roosider  Ibc  ruli  io>olv«d  io  dnlli,|  io  • K'crill)  klnltd'ca.ed  ,re,  due  lo  Ibe 
iorcl>  raclor  Tb<  itlpulalioai  la  Ibi  draft  ILM?  coocroiof  Ibr  200  mticr  dislaoct  Iron  Iba  t)p< 
ora  if  »ordtd  locb  Ibil  ibr  Cfv<  ipaoulisl  bu  ibt  ftciibilil;  lo  work  •lib  ibe  oil  loduitry  u 
dfUrnlic  lh<  bat  lollnl  loco liou.  Mtridif,  fals  Ikal  ibU  li  Ibt  bat  loliilloa  to  • |ro«lo|  noctn 
dM  to  nor«  wlldcti  ciploratloo  lo  ,0<bfn«d  iretl  ofSoolheiil  No,  Mtiico. 


Mtridijo  Oil  l,c.  bti,  io  lk(  ftfid  trip,,  tooktd  il  itvfrol  Arcb'  ilto.  Il  b diftkolt  lo  oodemiod 
Ihol  • r<«  Konirod  plaa  of  boroed  nxk  oilk  oo  UKKiiltd  cohuril  milcriol  uo  ralrict  o 
propoHd  drilliol  locotloo.  W<  rullu  Ihol  tb<  lolcolioo  hi  fonb  io  NHPA  of  IBM  not  lo  dcitrniof 
Ibt  ilfolftcoocc  of  Ibt  ortifocU  lod  of  iO)  boritd  dtpoilti,  bootatr,  wt  fotl  Ihol  Ibt  oritlool 
loUoHoo  wowb)  bt  btner  icconplbbtd  If  nort  of  Ibt  oulhoritjr  woi  (Ivto  to  acb  Retoora  Arao 
Artbtolofht.  Tbrou|h  tbb.  0 nott  iaoriu  douiftcitloo  lyoUn  would  bt  otiUitd  U coojuocftoo 
wttb  Ibt  hxal  Stott  Htotortcol  fratrrotloo  Ofllco.  Tbtrt  ibooM  bt  mart  lnlolo|  oo  Stc.  I0« 
btIwMo  Ibt  BLM.  oil  iodoltr),  cool/otl  irtbtolotllti,  lid  SHPO  to  tbit  tvtryoot  b btsdiof  lo  Ibt 
ri|kl  dirttiloo  to  protr>  t tbt  poit  fonbtmort,  rttordtd  lita  prior  lo  Ibt  impltneoulioo  of  Ibt 
Cirbbod  RMP  lo  I98B,  iboold  bt  ravkwtd  lod/or  rtvbtd  if  otcaurr.  Tbb  b dot  lo  oooffOOMry 
ralricllooj  btlo{  ploctd  lb  or  iroood  ortoj  wbtt,  orltioil  iHa  aoy  bo»t  btto  ottr  tiltodtd  dorto| 
Ibt  rttordioi  protat.  Mtridioo  Oft  lot.  wtou  lo  protrvt  tbi  bblory  of  Soulbtiil  Stw  Mtiko  bol 
Oil  01  Ibt  toil  of  Ibt  folurt.  rratrvilioo  efTortj  ibould  focoi  oo  IhoH  Ilia  with  Ibt  potcotlil  to 
ybid  ii(0ifitf  01  loforoiolloo.  ool  oo  oomtrouj  ilia  cbirocleruid  witty  by  Ibt  prof  oci  of  • ftw 
pitta  of  rotk  buroed  by  oo  ookoowo  wurtt. 


AHbouib  Mtridioo  woi  got  obit  lo  lociit  • ipttiflt  pnxbioo  for  tbb  rtqulrtmtoc  io  ibt  Corbbod 
droft  RMP,  H WOI  oolliotd  oo  ioformilioi  rtttlitd  al  Ibt  publk  htiriot  btid  Joouory  4,  1995  ia 
Corbbod.  Wt  ort  odotnaolly  oppowd  to  Ihb  pro'  bioo.  Il  b oor  uodtriuodinf  Ibot  Ibt  dirttlioo  of 
Ibt  RMP  b 10  llnil  Ibt  ooioool  of  lorfitt  dblorbiott  olllliid  lo  optriliooi.  The  r«)uireoieol  lo 
bory  flow  lioa  ool  ooly  ot{,la  Ibt  fotoi  of  torfiet  dblurbiott  bui  ibo  trtoia  oiorc  to.  iroomtolol 
tootiroi  dot  10  Ihf  prtilolioo  of  vbool  ioipttllooi.  Tbtrt  b eilrtmtly  high  toiL  both  mootUril) 
tod  coviroomtoully,  iovotved  for  Unit  ipportol  btneflL 


Under  section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  the  BLM  is  responsible  for  taking 
into  account  cultural  properties  that  are  in  the  area  of 
effect  of  a federal  undertaking  if  they  are  included  in, 
or  eligible  for  Inclusion  In,  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places. 

Eligibility  is  determined  through  consultation  between 
the  BLM  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
(SHPO),  Refer  to  response  112-33. 

In  the  situation  you  have  described,  where  there  are  "a 
few  scattered  pieces  of  burned  rock  with  no 
associated  cultural  material,"  your  project  would  not  be 
relocated  nor  approval  delayed,  because  recording  of 
the  material  in  the  field  would  have  exhausted  the 
Information  potential. 

As  far  as  updating  site  records  for  sites  recorded 
before  1988,  this  occurs  routinely  when  your  contract 
archaeologist  encounters  a previously  recorded  site  in 
your  project  area.  Your  contractor  is  required  to 
submit  a site  form  update  and  make  notations  if  the 
site  boundaries  or  condition  are  not  as  originally 
recorded. 


130-2  Refer  to  responses  27-1  and  116-7. 
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CLOSING  Of  MQ&£  FIBUC  L\>JPS 

Mendisi  Oil  lie  doei  oot  a|ret  »t(b  (be  proposal  to  close  sore  'pubik  taods'.  Froa  i strktly 
vcoooretc  >i<«,  should  onl)  b40  acres  (40  acre  proraisoo  waits)  be  closed,  the  oscrat)  ccoaomk  impact 
would  be  5 4.400M  IB  rosalts  ps>mcots.  Tbts  is  based  oa  estimated  reserves  of  100  MBO  and  100 
MMCFC  at  ae  avrra|e  price,  over  life,  of  S20.00/bbl  aad  $ S.OO.'MCFG.  The  BLM  should  be 
Biodful  (hat  (be  oil  aed  t*s  profram  helps  fuod  curreat  raa{c  aad  wildlife  mprovcmeat  prejccls. 
The  closiB|  of  more  pubik  laod  should  be  la  (be  best  iatcrtal  of  the  public  aad  aot  solely  oa 
eflviroomcaul  coBccras.  Meridiao  proposes  (bat  a Coeaaiinee  be  formed  with  BLM  persoaacl, 
lodusir)  persoeaet.  and  (be  'Pubik*  to  review  tracts  that  have  been  Kbeduled  for  closiaf  aad 
deieraiae  if  another  equitable  solutioa  can  be  found.  Pnblk  lands  are  for  everyone  aad  their  closta| 
should  be  a detcraioatioo  b>  such. 


4 

5 
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PRAIRIF  CHICKENS 

Mcrvdua  Oil  has  spent  mao)  hours  with  BLM  personnel  and  researcbia|  (bu  specici.  We  have  the 

foUowiai  comaenti  oa  (be  proposed  rtstrktsoaa: 

1.  We  doa'I  fed  that  (be  aoise  level  resthetion  bu  a direct  impact  oa  our  operalioaa- 

1 The  400  meter  restrktioa  from  t know  o active  lek,  ia  its  |eacral  sense,  caused  a great  panic. 

t’pon  research  and  lalkiog  to  tbe  BLM  Bioiogat.  we  have  learned  that  only  seven  known 
active  kks  eiist  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  aad  (bat  these  sevro  arc  oa  Mersdiaa*!  or  Ha 
subsidiary,  kasev  Fiaoiaatioo  showed  (bat  these  kks  an  ta  aa  area  when  all  acreage  has 
been  dnlkd  and  no  further  activity  is  schedoled.  la  (be  futun,  should  another  area  prove 
to  have  know  a lobabiied  kks,  we  would  like  to  recommeod  that  the  operator  of  record  be 
notified  •iihia  thirty  (30)  days  so  (hat  a thorough  study  can  be  conducted  prior  to  any 
planned  activity. 

3. '  The  two  month  restricted  season  for  'Booming'  is  sooctbiog  (bat  not  only  Mcndian  bat 

its  contractors  have  kamed  to  work  arouod.  W'e  don't  noderstand,  however,  tbe  need  to 
kagtben  tbe  season  la  the  Roswell  Area.  Tbe  put  bu  shown  that  the  two  month  season 
works  to  maialain  aad  increase  tbe  prainc  cbkkea  populaiioo.  There  is  ac  Kicntiflc 
mformaiiOB  to  sustain  the  need  for  (be  kogthened  seasoo  and  (bertfore,  (be  current  time 
period  should  be  maiotained. 

4.  The  proposal  concerniog  (be  adding  of  more  acreage,  specificaily,  T22S,  R32C,  Lea  County 
New  Mctico,  and  further  south,  for  probabk  prairie  cbKkrn  habitats,  bu  Mcndian  greatly 
concerned.  If  (here  wu  scientific  dtia  to  show  that  the  specks  is  indeed  inhabiting  (he 

new  area  of  concern,  then  Meridiao  would  most  defieitelv  work  with  the  BLM  to  insure  the 
conliBued  breeding  of  tbe  specvci.  L'otil  such  data  esists.  Meridian  feeb  (bat  the 
proposed  constraints  be  waived. 


130-3  The  closure  of  some  public  lands  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing  or  to  other  uses  is  in  the  public  interest  and  is 
in  accordance  with  the  mandates  of  FLPMA  and  other 
federal  laws.  The  amount  of  public  land  proposed  for 
closure  is  minuscule,  compared  with  the  amount  of 
land  that  would  remain  open  for  leasing.  Refer  to 
responses  29-40,  53-1  and  93-3. 

130-4  We  are  conducting  a survey  of  additional  lesser 
prairie  chicken  habitat  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area. 
The  survey  should  identify  any  leks  in  this  area.  Your 
suggestion  for  notifying  operators  of  areas  with 
occupied  leks  is  reasonable  and  should  be 
accomplished  during  pre-site  examinations  of 
proposed  wells. 

130-4  The  original  two-month  period  was  focused  on 
the  peak  booming  period  of  April  1 through  May  30. 
The  lengthened  season  (March  15  through  June  15)  is 
needed  for  further  protection  of  the  booming  period 
which  actually  begins  in  mid-February.  During  the 
early  use  of  booming  grounds,  the  male  birds  begin  to 
establish  their  territories  on  the  grounds.  This  time 
period  is  crucial  in  establishing  dominance  on  the 
grounds.  The  dominant  male  is  most  often  the  bird 
that  is  selected  by  the  female  for  mating.  The  effect 
of  disturbance  is  critical  during  this  time  period  when 
territories  are  being  established.  Likewise,  the  nesting 
period  begins  in  April  and  continues  through  June. 
The  extended  period  also  helps  ensure  the  success  of 
nesting  efforts.  Breeding  and  nesting  success  adds  to 
population  growth.  The  2-week  periods  added  at  the 
beginning  and  end  of  the  original  restricted  season 
should  not  cause  undue  restraints  on  oil  and  gas 
activities.  The  scientific  Information  supporting  this  is 
found  in  literature  on  the  biology  of  lesser  prairie 
chicken.  The  original  time  period  was  a management 
decision  to  protect  only  the  peak  booming  period, 
which  does  not  consider  the  aforementioned  concerns. 
Changes  have  been  made  in  Appendix  3 regarding 
prairie  chicken  management.  Refer  to  Table  34  and 
the  Proposed  Plan. 


130-6  Viable  lesser  prairie  chicken  habitat  is 
dependent  on  the  occurrence  of  shinnery  oak,  little 
bluestem,  sand  sage  and  a variety  of  forbs,  in 
conjunction  with  undulating  sand  dune  topography. 
Without  these  habitat  features,  the  lesser  prairie 
chicken  is  very  unlikely  to  occur  within  an  area.  In  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area,  the  additional  prairie  chicken 
habitat  acreage  included  in  the  RMPA  is  based  on  the 
total  extent  of  the  sand/shinnery  oak  community.  A 
portion  of  the  additional  acreage  contains  viable  prairie 
chicken  habitat  based  on  the  occurrence  of  these 
habitat  features.  A larger  portion  of  the  additional 
acreage  probably  is  not  suitable  habitat  for  the  lesser 
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Mtridi«i  Oil  b co»<*raf<i  tbout  lb<  Wfc  «f  • join  rooKOtui  tbr  BLM  tod  ikc  Sutc  Ciat 

ttd  Fbb.  It  ibb  (ftitanct,  yo«  bovt  Merit  tid  lUU  Utdt  iMe  by  tide.  Oi  tbc  Merit  Uid.  tbe 
priirie  cbickea  b a 'protected  ipeciei'  ibile  oa  tbe  lUte  Uad.  there  are  ao  provbtoat  (or  Ibe 
coatinued  itirsi>al  of  tbb  tpeciet  aad  la  ■|x'^*>ti\e  banltaf  profraai.  Ai  »e  uadmiaad  it  tbe 
prainc  cbkkea  was  a sUte  eadaa|er«d  tpcoo  Im  (baa  flfteea  yein  ago  aad  liace  Ittl.  tbe 
ladastry  bis  b««a  rcsirtcted  froai  dnlliai  no  Boatbs  oat  of  tbe  year  dwe  to  breediaf  purposes,  ao 
Ibat  sit  aioalbs  later,  tbe  prairie  cbkkei  caa  be  buoled.  Tha  seeaii  very  roairadictery.  Survival  of 
aay  species  bas  to  be  a joiai  efToii  aoi  oaly  froa  tbc  |ovcnaeat  caillm  but  abo  every  ladwsiry  Ibat 
coaea  lalo  coatact  wilb  it  Tbe  coaliaaed  iacruse  la  populailoa  of  aoy  i pecks  bia|es  oo  several 
factors,  secb  as  raiafail  amouot,  aestia|  dbtirbaaces,  aod  tbc  eaforceaeal  of  poacbia|  lawv  A 
aort  clearly  dcfiaed  aaaa|cmeal  profraa  bcneea  tbr  BLM  aad  Stale  Fub  and  Caae  needs  to  be 
lapleateoted  bIob|  wilb  fund(o|  for  iteai  tocb  as  baadia|  to  obtaio  at  accurate  couai  of  tbe  specses 
aad  track  tbc  profrcssive  tDoveaeai.  For  ibe  pnirie  cbkkca  whose  aoraal  life  spaa  m oaly  fisc 
years,  aad  a low  birtb  ratio  of  fcaatc  lo  aak,  sboulda't  tbc  aajor  capbasts  be  oo  iaplcaeoiuii  a 
WtWIifc  Mana(eiDcal  Profram  ibat  truly  easurts  tbe  coatiDualsoa  of  tbe  species  aad  aol  tenporary 
rtsoluiioaa. 
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CtS£R.AL 

Mendiao  Oil  lac  feeb  ibat  Ibe  Oaal  verstea  of  Ibe  RMP  should  be  Kparated  betweeo  Carlsbad  aad 
RoswcIL  Tba  b due  to  tbc  fact  that  Carbbad  a aacadiai  tbc  onfiaal  Resource  Maoageaeai  Plaa 
froa  I9U  wbKb  b based  ia  a resource  area  beastly  iavoNed  ia  oil  aad  operaltoas.  whereas, 
RoswcU  b oow  dfv eloping  such  a plaa  ia  ibev  area,  We  see  that  tbb  woold  beHer  serve  tbe  BLM 
aad  the  iadustry  due  lo  tbe  vast  difTercacc  a tbc  k%el  of  oil  and  gas  activity. 


Mcridiaa  Oil  lac.  apprccata  tbe  opponuaity  to  commeot  oa  tbe  proposed  Carlsbad  A 
Roswell  Resource  Maaagemcat  Ptaoa 


Sincerely. 

Buraace  J.  Boles 
West  Area  Maaager 


prairie  chicken  and  would  not  be  affected  by  a timing 
restriction  or  a buffer  zone.  Survey  efforts  would 
identify  the  areas  within  this  additional  acreage  that 
are  occupied,  and  only  those  areas  will  be  affected  by 
the  various  requirements  in  Appendix  3.  We  have 
modified  the  text  in  Appendix  3 to  concentrate  on 
occupied  prairie  chicken  habitat. 

130-7  The  relationship  between  the  BLM's 
management  of  lesser  prairie  chicken  habitat  on 
federal  lands  and  the  State  of  New  Mexico's 
management  of  the  population,  including  hunting  is 
somewhat  misunderstood.  The  population  of  lesser 
prairie  chicken  in  Southeast  New  Mexico  is  quite 
limited,  and  one  of  the  few  remaining  in  New  Mexico 
and  surrounding  states.  Refer  to  responses  24-6  and 
99-3.  Since  the  BLM  only  has  jurisdiction  over 
federal  lands,  we  can  apply  use  requirements  only  on 
these  lands. 

Although  a hunting  season  exists,  the  success  of 
hunters  is  marginal.  According  to  information  based 
on  recent  surveys  provided  by  the  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish,  hunting  success  for 
prairie  chickens  is  only  about  15  percent  on  public 
lands.  Hunting  does  not  affect  the  population  to  the 
extent  that  habitat  loss  or  condition,  poor  reproduction 
and  other  factors  do.  Our  habitat  management  efforts 
address  those  factors,  which  are  the  primary  reasons 
for  the  success  or  decline  of  the  population,  not 
hunting. 


Currently,  there  are  cooperative  efforts  between  the 
BLM  and  the  NMDGF  to  implement  a research  project 
which  will  focus  on  the  overall  biology  of  the  lesser 
prairie  chicken,  including  population  dynamics, 
distribution,  and  dispersal. 

130-8  The  Proposed  Plan  Amendment/Final  EIS  for 
the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  is  combined  with  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  for  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area,  as  you  obviously  can  see  from  this  document. 
Combining  the  two  documents  Is  necessitated  by  cost 
and  for  practical  reasons.  For  example,  having  two 
separate  documents  would  require  duplicate  printing  of 
some  of  the  same  sections  of  text  and  of  the  comment 
letters  and  responses.  The  Approved  Plans  and 
Records  of  Decision  for  each  resource  area  will  be 
separated  so  that  each  resource  area  has  its  own 
stand-alone  document. 
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RED  TANK  / CHECKERBOARD  LEASE 
1994  ANNUAL  PRODUCTION 


Well 

Oil 

Gas 

Water 

BBL 

MCFG 

BBL 

Checkerboard  23  Federal  #1 

16,008 

25,264 

19,975 

Checkerboard  23  Federal  «2 

11,215 

33,697 

18,632 

Checkerboard  23  Federal  *3 

43,610 

41,153 

18,895 

Checkerboard  23  Federal  *4 

33,312 

34,980 

42,944 

Checkerboard  23  Federal  #5 

23,266 

26,569 

39,639 

Checkerboard  23  Federal  H6 

22,161 

20,929 

21,487 

Checkerboard  23  Federal  #7 

17,601 

19,863 

11,715 

Checkerboard  23  Federal  #8 

16,526 

26,072 

18,355 

Checkerboard  23  Federal  W 

9,874 

13,255 

9,045 

Checkerboard  23  Federal  #10 

3,343 

1,888 

7,792 

Checkerboard  23  Federal  #1 1 

13,101 

13,918 

5,027 

Red  Tank  M Federal  #1 

25,685 

19,927 

23,054 

Red  Tank  14  Federal  #3 

7,733 

7,213 

45,283 

Red  Tank  14  Federal  *4 

19,480 

19,991 

20,684 

Red  Tank  14  Federal  #5 

21,217 

28,537 

10,557 

Red  Tank  14  Federal  #6 

29,128 

28,614 

6,528 

Total 

313,260 

361,870 

319,612 

Wells  not  affected 

76,174 

105,457 

101,300 

Total  Production  Lost 

237,086 

256,413 

■:18,3I2 

Average  1994  Price 

1600 

1.50 

Revenue  Lost 

$3,793,376 

$384,620 

Total  Revenue  Lost  to  MOl 

$3,342,396 

( 80%  NR]  ) 

Total  Revenue  Lost  to  Fed's 

$522,249 

(12.5%NR1) 

WELLS  NOT  AfFECTED  BY  NEW  ICO  METER  RULE 
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POTEyTUL  AFFECT  OF  DISTANCE  RULES 
40  ACRE  PRORATION  UNITS 


• ARCHEOLOGICAL  SITE 
□ STANDARD  LOCATIONS 


POTENTIAL  AFFECT  OF  400  METER  RULE 
40  ACRE  PRORATION  UNITS 


• ARCHEOLOGICAL  SITE 
□ ST.ANDARD  LOCATIONS 
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Amoco  Corpofvtion 

ChAS  &«<>«« 

tti  WMdito  ^ B<xivw« 
^ 0 te  30S3 
HouMon  TX  TTTH-Xm 


February  2*?,  1995 


United  State*  Departaer.t  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  L<and  Management 
Roswell  District  Office 
I?!"*  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  99201-2019 

Attn.:  David  Stout,  RMP/EI5  Team  Leader 

Proposed  Peseurce  Area  Hanaper-ent  Plan 

Amoco  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  review  and  con&ent  on  the  proposed 
Roswell  and  Oarlsbao  areas  Resource  Area  Management  Plan  iRKP).  Anoco 
operates  apprcxitiiatcly  300  wells  which  produce  5000  barrels  of  oil  per 
day  and  13  tsillion  c'ubic  feet  of  natural  gas  per  day  within  the  mp. 
Amoco  also  operates  two  natural  gas  processing  plants  in  the  RMP  which 
process  a conbined  50  million  cubic  feet  of  gas  per  day.  Aaoco's 
leased  Federal  acreage  io  the  RMP  currently  totals  111,210  acres. 

Amoco  supports  the  efforts  of  The  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Association 
<NMO<lA)  in  preparing  corrents  or.  the  draft  RMP . Amoco  has  also 
prepared  the  following  additional  corroents  specific  to  the  preferred 
draft  plan  as  proposed  by  the  BLM. 

There  are  five  specific  areas  Amoco  would  like  to  cotnr.ent  on  in  the 
proposed  RXP; 

1)  Pages  2-3  and  2-4  of  the  Draft  RMP  indicate  that  *As  a standard 
practice,  pipelines  associated  with  oil  and  gas  exploration, 
development,  production  ar.d  transportation  would  be  buried.  ...*. 
Several  instances  of  exceptions  to  this  requirement  ate  also  outlined. 

This  requirement  would  be  cost  prohibitive  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry. 
Many  marginal  wells  would  be  shut  in  and  abandoned  because  the  cost  to 
bury  the  lir.es  would  make  the  wells  urecononuc.  In  most  instances  the 
lines  would  have  to  be  replaced  because  tnc  existing  above  ground  lines 
do  not  ha.e  the  necessary  ccrrcsion  protection  for  burial.  If  the 
existing  lines  are  buried,  as  is,  these  lines  would  quickly  corrode  and 
start  leaki.ng.  Leak  detection  is  also  much  siapler  with  above  ground 
lines.  Burial  would  also  result  in  widespread  soil  disturbance  (burial 
results  in  a 3C  to  50  foot  ‘disturbance  corridor'  along  each  pipeline 
right  of  w«y}  that  would  take  years  to  recover. 

Tcansr^ssior.  lines  (or  those  lines  which  transfer  the  produced  products 
form  the  producer  to  the  custoser)  ere  already  buried. 


A . 

A^OCO 


Donatd  C Ujeurd 
sat*  leeuM  Coordrvo 


Hr  Oavie  Si»ui 

a>jr*«u  of  l^nd  wt 

: 

Amoco  suggests  that  this  requirement  apply  only  to  those  lines  used  for 
transportation  of  a product  to  urket. 
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2)  Page  2-4  of  the  draft  also  specifies  that  all  exposed  pipelines 
must  be’peinted  in  accordance  with  the  painting  policy  (refers  to 
Appendix  3 page  A?]-9i  . Retroactive  painting  of  all  exposed  piping 
would  be  tine  consuming,  expensive,  and  in  remote  or  isolated  areas, 
unwarranted.  In  tome  instances  the  pipelines  would  have  to  be 
sandblasted  first  before  they  could  be  painted. 
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Anoco  opposes  this  cequlrement  as  cost  prohibitive  with  little  or  no 
aesthetic  benefits  gained. 

3:  Page  2-20,  Big  Game/Upland  Game  Habitat  Management  discusses 

several  alternative  fencing  practices  to  enhance  big  game  habitat 
expansion  and  novcncnt.  This  appears  to  be  directed  at  long  fence 
lines  (i.e.  for  cattle  control,  etc.)  but  does  not  address  fences 
surrounding  oil  end  gas  batteries.  These  fences  are  limited  to  s!oall 
areas  and  do  not  pose  barriers  to  wildlife  movement.  In  feet,  they  act 
as  a protection  to  the  wildlife  by  limiting  access  Co  possible  moving 
aqiiprent  :su;h  as  pi.j*pir.g  units,  remote  compression,  etc.). 


Aroco  suggests  that  oil  and  gas  batteries  and  facilities  be  exempt  from 
the  fencing  practices  outlined  in  the  RMP. 

41  page  AP3-9,  Appendix  3 Prairie  Chickens,  Carlsbad  Resource  Area 
requires  chat  ‘exAaust  noise  from  pux^  }ack  motors  ■rust  be  Muffled  or 
otherwise  controlled  to  as  not  to  exceed  dB  measured  at  30  feet  from 
t.ne  source  of  the  noise.  This  is  an  excessive  requirement  that  is  not 
only  ia^sslble  to  attain,  but  is  laeltlng  technical  justification. 
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Amoco  has  performed  extensive  testing  of  pun^jack  engine  noise  levels 
With  two  different  types  of  muffler  systems.  While  the  noise  levels 
were  taken  at  100  feet,  it  is  extremely  doubtful  that  e 75  dB  level  at 
30  feet  can  be  etteined  wxth  either  e ‘hospital  grade'  or  ‘super 
critical'  muffler  syste*.  Adding  upgraded  muffler  syatems  is  not  only 
incre.’Mntally  expensive,  but  hocsepewet  output  on  the  engine  can  else 
be  affected. 
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With  the  likelihood  of  this  requirement  not  being  technically 
ettaineble,  it  is  important  to  reassess  this  requirerient  in  its 
entirety.  What  is  the  basis  for  establishing  7MB  at  30  feet  as  the 
threshold  for  noise  levels''  Are  there  studies  that  suggest  oeise  in 
excess  of  75  dB  at  30  feet  cause  adverse  effects  on  prairie  <.hickena‘* 

It  IS  in^ortant  to  note  that  even  if  prairie  chickens  were  effected  by 
elevated  noise  levels,  they  would  likely  avoid  Che  site  where  p'OR^ 

}a;ks  operate.  In  addition,  studies  have  shown  that  wildlife  tend  tc 
habituate  to  sources  of  noise  over  time. 

In  sunrury.  this  requirement  appears  very  arbitrary.  It  is  re^<Wend«d 
this  requirement  be  elinunated  from  consideration  in  the  fine)  RKP.  If 
some  t'/pe  of  noise  setback  car.  be  scientifically  justified,  the 
distance  must  be  changed  from  30  feet  to  at  least  100  feet  where  the 
ability  of  meeting  the  75  dB  noise  level  is  posaible. 

5i  Page  AP3-9,  Appendix  3 Dune  Sagebrush  Urerd  indicates  that  surface 
occupancy  would  not  be  allowed  within  up  100  metera  of  ‘suitable 
hatitat'  in  areas  designated  as  ‘occupied  habite^...*.  For  purposes 
of  this  coRfT.ent,  Ainoco  is  assuming  a no  surface  occupancy  iNSOi 


131-1  Refer  to  responses  27-1  and  116-7. 

131-2  It  is  not  our  intention,  nor  is  it  proposed  in  the 
Draft  RMP/RMPA,  that  a painting  policy  be 
retroactively  applied.  We  have  revised  the  pipeline 
policy  described  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA,  modifying 
the  discussion  of  painting.  In  some  cases,  painting 
still  may  be  required  under  the  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements  (Appendix  3).  Refer  to 
Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan.  Also,  refer  to 
response  112-61. 

131-3  Fence  modifications  discussed  on  page  2-20 
were  intended  to  be  applied  to  long  fences  constructed 
to  control  livestock.  We  have  clarified  the  text  to 
reflect  this  intent. 

131-4  During  1992  and  1993,  noise  levels  of  all  non- 
electric pumpjack  motors  within  a 4-township  area 
were  recorded  using  a decibel  meter.  The  unmuffled 
units  averaged  95  to  102  db  at  30  feet.  On  units  with 
mufflers  (which  were  constructed  of  such  things  as  8- 

10  inch  pipe  or  old  propane  tanks),  noise  levels 
ranged  from  72  to  75  db  at  30  feet,  directly  in  front  of 
the  exhaust.  Muffling  of  these  units  was  done  by  BTA 

011  Producers,  Marathon  Oil,  and  Meridian  Oil.  In 
each  case,  mufflers  were  installed  voluntarily  and  were 
not  a specific  requirement  of  the  BLM.  Also,  there 
were  no  actual  or  perceived  problems  with  pumpjack 
operation  resulting  from  muffler  installation. 

A 1971  report  from  Memphis  State  University  (refer  to 
page  3-28  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS)  is  one  source  of 
information  on  the  effects  of  noise  on  wildlife.  The 
purpose  of  the  noise  level  requirement  is  to  reduce  the 
noise  from  non-electric  pumpjack  motors,  which 
competes  with  the  booming  activities  of  the  lesser 
prairie  chicken.  Since  1985,  active  booming  grounds 
have  been  surveyed  during  April  and  May  each  year. 
In  one-hundred  percent  of  the  cases,  the  booming 
grounds  located  near  unmuffled  pumpjacks  were  no 
closer  than  three-fourths  of  a mile  from  the  pumpjacks. 
In  contrast,  active  booming  grounds  located  near 
muffled  pumpjacks  have  been  found  as  close  as  one- 
quarter  of  a mile  from  those  pumpjacks.  This  is 
supported  by  the  10  years  of  survey  data. 
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Or  0««i«  |t»«* 

«f  L«na  H«rv«aM*nt 

i ' 

c«itiictlon  will  lftclud«  « 100  Mt*(  buffer  tround  *twltabl«  habitet* 
bated  u^n  aceaa  that  have  bean  identified  at  ‘occupied  habitat* 

Uiln9  H50  in  thit  cate  it  unju.tlfled  !f  a project  it  ptopoted  in  an 
yea  where  tuitable  habitat  eaiatt.  proviticnt  of  the  endangered 
Speciet.Act  tSA-  are  available  to  deal  with  thit  aituation  without 
having  to  lapote  N50. 

At  provided  in  the  laiplecnentlng  regulationt  of  the  tSA,  a field 
biological  aateatewnt  would  be  conducted  for  the  propoted  project  to 
Identify  whether  the  tpeclea  It  In  the  area  following  the  aatetinent, 
the  but  and  fith  and  Wildlife  Service  would  then  conault  purtuant  to 
Section  1 of  the  Cr^dangered  Speciea  Act  to  detertune  if  any  adverac 
effecta  to  the  liiacd  could  occur  fro*  the  pie;ect.  If  the  project 
pioccedad  after  thii  conaul tat  ion.  nutigatier  meatutea.  such  at 
Monitoring,  could  te  conducted  to  avoid  additional  i.<>g.4Cta  to  the 
litard. 

Applying  NSO  in  ihit  case  preclude!  the  proccaa  allowed  under  the 
endangered  Speciea  Act  and  alimnatea  fleaibility  in  land  narageireni 
deciaion  ^»ing.  A acre  workable  aolutioh  la  to  alert  the 
ieaaee  ojeratot  that  certain  areaa  of  ‘juitable  habitat'  for  the  d,ne 
aagebruah  lizard  ma>  require  field  inventor. ca  aaaoc:ated  with  pro'ect 
propcaala  to  determine  the  existence  of  the  Iixatd 

finally,  it  it  recovended  that  contidet  developing  a prograjrenatic 
eonauUatioh  pcoceta  with  the  fiih  and  Wildlife  Service  for  thia 
apeciea.  A progi*.mnatic  ptoceta  would  avoid  project  by  project 
consultation  delays  If  the  project  aet  provisions  contained  in  the 
progtaJT%atlc  ageeeaent. 

Again.  Asoco  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  cemnent  on  the  proposed 
AMP.  :f  you  have  any  questions  concerning  these  coementa  please  feel 
free  tc  contact  ae  at  <713/  366*2960. 

Sincertly. 


. . ..  -..l  !*•>>• 
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February  28,  1995 


Resource  Management  Plan 

Attn:  Leslie  Cone,  Roswell  District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1717  West  Second 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  88201 

Dear  Leslie: 

This  letter  is  being  written  in  support  of  the  Draft  Roswell 
Resource  Management  Plan; Environmental  Impact  Statement  (R.MP/EIS) 
and  the  Amendment  to  the  Carlsbad  RMP. 

The  BLM  began  the  process  of  developing  the  Draft  P-MP- RMPA/EIS  in 
August  of  1989  and  the  documents  are  both  complete  and 
comprehensive . 

Our  company,  Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company  has  been  waiting  for  the 
completion  of  the  R.MP  and  look  forward  to  it  being  finalized  so  we 
can  complete  the  final  phase  of  the  Rio  Bonito  Exchange. 

As  you  are  aware,  our  Rcswell  office  has  submitted  some  specific 
requests  for  am.endments  to  the  "selected*  lands  category  as 
acreage  which  may  be  suitable  fer  cons iderat ion  for  disposal  over 
the  life  of  the  plan.  We  have  several  ra.nchers  who  have  indicated 
an  interest  in  exchanging  for  or  acquiring  public  land  parcels. 

Your  efforts  are  to  be  commended  and  we  support  the  completion  of 
the  Rcswell  Resource  Management  Plan  and  the  Carlsbad  Amendment  as 
recommended  by  your  preferred  alternatives. 


President 

Lincoln  Valley  Land  Company 
MLK  : jg 


131-5  The  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  Section  7 
consultation  process  applies  to  federally-listed 
endangered  or  threatened  species.  Consultation  with 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  limited  to 
requesting  technical  assistance  on  candidate  species. 
Therefore,  the  Section  7 consultation  process  does  not 
apply. 

The  sand  dune  lizard  is  listed  as  an  endangered 
species  by  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and 
Fish  under  the  New  Mexico  Wildlife  Conservation  Act. 
The  BLM's  policy  on  state-listed  species  is  to  treat 
special  status  species  as  if  they  were  federally-listed 
species,  except  the  evaluation  does  not  entail  the  ESA 
formal  consultation  process.  The  BLM  is  mandated  to 
protect  habitat  for  state-listed  species. 

Currently,  the  BLM  attaches  a lease  notice  to  new 
leases  within  Mescalero  Sands  notifying  the  lessee  of 
potential  restrictions  that  may  be  needed  to  protect 
lizard  habitat.  We  are  currently  conducting  a lizard 
distribution  study  for  the  Roswell  District  that  will 
narrow  the  area  where  the  no  surface  occupancy 
stipulation  would  apply.  Until  the  distribution  study  is 
completed,  each  proposed  development  would  be 
evaluated  on  a case-by-case  basis  to  determine  if  the 
proposed  location  would  have  to  be  moyed  or  denied, 
based  on  field  reconnaissance  and  known  locations  of 
the  lizard.  In  addition,  the  BLM  is  conducting  a study 
on  potential  impacts  to  the  lizard  and  habitat  from  oil 
and  gas  development.  The  knowledge  gained  from 
ongoing  and  proposed  studies  will  be  used  to  develop 
mitigation  measures,  where  necessary. 


132-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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/AA\  Marathon 

Company 
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JUrch  1,  1995 


Unit*<j  States  D«p4rtB«nt  of  th«  Intorlor 

Burtau  of  Land  Kana^esant 

Roswall  District 

1717  Hast  Sacond  Straat 

Rosvall,  MM  88201-3019 

Attantion:  Mr.  David  Stouts 

RMP/EIS  Taas  Laadar 

Ra:  Draft  Resourca  Manageoant  Plan/XaandBant 


Daar  Mr.  Stout: 


Marathon  Oil  Coapany  has  ravitved  with  intarast  tha  U.  S. 
Buraau  of  Land  Managaaant's  Rosvall  District  Offica  Rasourca 
Manageaant  Plans  (RMP*s)  for  tha  Rosvall  and  Carlsbad  Rasourca 
Araas.  Marathon  is  an  activa  oil  and  natural  9ss  producar  in 
tha  southaastam  comar  of  Nav  Maxico.  Dua  to  tha  isportanca 
of  fadaral  acraaga  in  tha  Nav  Maxico  portion  of  tha  Paraian 
Basin,  Marathon  is  concarnad  about  tha  iaplications  tha  RMP's 
Bay  hava  on  ongoing  oparations  and  invastaant  programs  in  tha 
araa.  Indicativa  of  this  intarast,  Marathon  providad  oral 
coBBanta  at  BLM's  opan  housa  in  Carlsbad  and  fumlshas  tha 
following  capsula  coamants  pursuant  to  tha  raquiramants  of  your 
March  1,  1995  daadlina.  CoBplatt  substantlva  comaants  on  tha 
draft  RMP's  will  ba  subaittad  by  tha  March  15^  1995  axtanslon 
daadl ina. 


1.  Marathon  appraciatas  tha  difficult  task  raquirad  of  BIM  by 
law  to  aanaga  its  fadaral  lands  in  a balancad  aannar  that 
takas  into  considaration  tha  concarns  and  issuas  of  all 
public  land  usars.  Froa  tha  oil  and  gas  parspactiva,  tha 
proposed  "prafarrad  altarnativa”  is  based  on  ovarastimatad 
rasourca  lapacts  froa  coaaodity  uses.  Tha  RKP  should 
davalop  an  altarnativa  plan  that  ancouragas  visa,  aconoaic 
land  usas  without  overly  rastrictiva  stipulations  that 
also  maintains  anvironaantal  compatibility  and 
conservation. 

2.  Tha  RMP's  use  a variety  of  broad,  rastrictiva  surface 
stipulations  to  control  access  and  activities  on  fadaral 
lands.  Tha  use  of  'no  surface  occupancy'  stipulations, 
buffer  zones,  ACEC's.  and  other  special  stipulations 
should  ba  reviewed  to  siniBiza  their  potential  lapacts  on 
commodity  usars.  Rather  than  placing  blanket  restrictions 


U.  S.  DapartBant  of  tha  Interior 
Mr.  David  Stout 
Page  2 


on  davalopaant  activities,  tha  RMP's  should  encourage  use 
of  sound  anvironBantal  managaBant  practices,  such  as 
erosion  control  maasuras,  protection  of  sita-spacif Ic 
wetland  resources,  and  avoidance  of  cultural  resources, 
etc.  Tha  docuBant  should  ba  revised  to  deBonstrata  that 
currant  and  new  technologies  and  mitigativa  maasuras  can 
ba  aaployad  to  allow  rasourca  development  without 
compromising  other  resources. 


1.  Tha  RMP's  appear  to  overestimate  potential  rasourca 
davalopmant  impacts  on  wildlife,  especially  those  iapacts 
to  'special  status'  and  endangered  species.  Tha  docuaant 
should  reflect  valid,  paar-raviava^,  scientific  data. 
Potential  iapacts  from  oil  and  gas  oparations  a^aar  to  ba 
ovarastimatad  and,  as  a consaguanca,  stipulations  to 
protect  wildlife  hava  bean  developed  that  may  ba 
unnecessarily  prohibitive.  Marathon,  as  you  know,  has 
drilled  several  walls  in  Prairie  Chicken  habitat  and  has 
dona  so  in  a aannar  that  is  not  only  compatible  with 
continued  wildlife  use  but  that  has  improved  range 
conditions  not  just  for  tha  Prairie  Chicken  but  for  all 
wildlife  in  that  habitat  area.  These  types  of  beneficial 
davelopaental  activities  are  not  fully  considered  by  tha 
document.  Flexibility  to  employ  technological  solutions 
to  potential  conflicts  should  ba  encouraged  by  tha  RMP's. 


3 


Tha  value  of  tha  oil  and  gas  industry  to  tha  economies  of 
Lea  and  Eddy  Counties,  let  alone  the  importance  of  the 
energy  industry  to  the  State  of  New  Mexico  as  a whole,  may 
not  be  adequately  assessed.  The  positive  role  the  oil  and 
gas  industry  has  played  in  the  area  should  be  more  fairly 
portrayed.  A realistic  alternative  would  acknowledge  that 
oil  and  gas  leasing,  seismic  exploration  activities,  and 
oil  and  gas  operations  do  not  threaten  all  sensitive 
public  lands.  In  this  vein,  the  document  should  support 
balanced  multiple  uses. 


Marathon  Oil  Company  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  furnish 
comments  to  BIM  on  the  important  Resource  Management  Plan 
process  for  the  Rosvall  and  Carlsbad  Rasourca  Areas.  As  usual, 
we  stand  ready  to  assist  the  process  in  whatever  constructive 
fashion  we  can;  feel  free  to  call. 


Sincerely, 


R.  F.  Unger 
Production  Manager 
Midland  Operations 


133-1  We  assume  your  comment  applies  primarily  to 
the  use  of  the  proposed  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  (Appendix  3).  It  is  not  our  intent  to  use 
the  requirements  as  blanket  restrictions  on  use  of  the 
public  lands.  They  are  designed  to  mitigate  impacts 
on  a case-by-case  or  site-specific  basis.  Waivers  are 
built  in  to  help  insure  they  are  used  only  when 
appropriate.  We  agree  with  and  support  the  use  of 
new  technologies  and  innovative  mitigation  measures 
to  reduce  impacts.  Also,  refer  to  response  156-19. 

133-2  The  analysis  of  impacts  was  based  on  our 
experience  and  observations,  on  information  provided 
to  us  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  New 
Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish,  the  New 
Mexico  Energy,  Minerals  and  Natural  Resources 
Department,  the  New  Mexico  Natural  Heritage 
Program,  and  on  various  studies  conducted  by 
universities  and  professionals  in  the  field  of  ecology. 

The  potential  impacts  to  wildlife  from  oil  and  gas 
operations  was  partly  derived  from  reasonable 
foreseeable  development  analysis  and  acreage  figures 
derived  from  past  development.  In  addition,  the 
analyses  reflect  cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife,  not  just 
single  proposed  actions.  Mitigations  were  developed 
based  on  current  knowledge  and  predictions  of  future 
development.  The  Preferred  Alternative  was  selected 
to  provide  a balance  between  habitat  protection  for 
wildlife,  especially  the  special  status  species,  while 
allowing  for  development  to  occur.  The  vast  majority 
of  mitigations  proposed  under  the  Preferred  Alternative 
already  are  in  use  or  are  provided  for  in  the 
regulations. 

We  applaud  your  company's  effort  to  cooperate  with 
the  BLM  in  conserving  wildlife  habitat.  We  have 
retained  management  flexibility  to  employ 
technological  solutions  to  mitigate  impacts. 

133-3  Refer  to  response  70-2. 
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Roswell 


Drdtcalfd  to  « Tradtuon  of  liMtyity^ 
}>2(  4m  Si  • OmwMNM  H20I 
(SOS)  622  3360  • (SOS)  622-3161  FAX 


Nr.  David  Stout,  RMF/EI8  Taaa  Laador 

Buraau  of  Land  Hana9aaant 

Roswall  District  Offica 

1717  Hast  2nd  Strsst 

Roswall,  NH  BS201-301S 


Daar  Hr.  Stout; 

1.  Livastock  sanagaacnt  is  dapictad  as  ■bsd”  throughout  tha 
Roswall  Draft  Rasourca  Nanaqaaant  Plan.  Saa  S-42 

2.  Oil  and  qas  davalopaant  is  dapictad  as  “bad*  throughout 
tha  Roswall  Draft  Rasourca  Hanagasant  Plan.  Saa  S-41 

3.  Lands  with  no  surfaca  occupancy  (NSO)  (Saa  S-3S)  ara 
anti-businass  and  confrontational  and  in  aost  cases  saka  it 
iapossibla  for  any  kind  of  oil  and  9as  davalopaant. 

4.  Tha  200  aatar  rula  vrittan  throughout  tha  draft  (Saa  S- 
S)  is  sufficient  to  shut  down  four,  forty  sers  drilling  locations 
psr  nast.  Altsrnativs  t is  bast,  but  should  contain  a period  of 
tlaa  that  drilling  can  taka  place  during  each  calendar  year. 

5.  Tha  intent  of  tha  draft  concerning  Cedar  Bills  (Saa  3- 
117,  3-44  and  APS-2)  is  unclear.  Ranchars  can  only  saka 
assuaptiona  about  tha  intent  of  tha  draft  because  of  tha  absence 
of  facts  describing  a plan  by  this  draft. 

XSSONPTIOMS 

A.  The  introduction  of  numarous  hunters  and  vahiclas  for 
extended  periods  of  tlsa  will  adversely  Ispact  any 
livastock  or  wlldlifa  in  tha  region. 


134-1  This  letter  Is  the  same  as  letter  #26;  refer  to 
the  comment  responses  for  that  letter. 


Roswell  \A^ol 

Dediraird  lo  « Tradition  of  ini^itnrv 
7 1 2 6 4m  St  • OouPti  n m 6620 1 
(SOS)62?  U60  • (SOS)6?30I61  ^AX 

Mr.  Davkl  Stout 
January  13,  1994 
Paie  2 

B.  Tha  increased  vehicle  use  will  degrada  both  vagatatlon 
and  watarehad  in  tha  Cedar  Hill's  Region. 

C.  Livastock  end  wildlifs  breeding  and  reproduction  would 
be  iapalrad  by  Increasing  tha  nuabars  or  saasons  and 
hunters  into  this  area. 

U.  Visual  Basourcas  will  be  lapactad  by  Introducing 
nuaaroua  caap  sitae  end  -Porta-PottY*  setups. 

S.  Illegal  artifact  collecting  will  increase. 

'r.  Tha  likelihood  of  aan  aada  fires  burning  out  of  control 
will  increase. 

0.  Lata  night  eaergency  eltuetlons  involving  tha  rancher's 
hoaas  will  increase  in  the  surrounding  ares. 

H.  Theft  rates  and  stolen  property  and  aguipaant  will 
increase,  causing  increased  insurance  ratas  for 
naighborlng  ranchers. 

1.  Concentrated  surface  disruption  activities  will  degrade 
Rapture  chances  of  survival. 

J.  Long  tsra  negative  ispacts  to  tha  natural  resources  ara 
expected  due  to  increaaad  huaan  visitation. 

K.  Many  hunters  following  wildlife  and  hunting  or  tracking 
wildlifs  will  over  hunt  this  Cedar  Hills  area  and  than 
cross  or  trespass  Into  private  lands  adjacent  to  the 
Cedar  Hills. 

L.  Ranching  operations  will  bacons  haiardous  depending  on 
tha  nunbar  of  hunters,  the  nuabar  of  days,  and  tha 
caliber  of  weapons  allowed, 

H.  Tha  ranching  connunity  will  need  to  increase  thalr 

efforts  looking  after  tha  nan  aada  waterings  and  fences 
that  will  likely  be  iapalrad  dr  put  out  of  coaalsslon 
by  increasing  tha  nuabars  of  hunters  and  vahiclas. 

H.  Nora  wildlife  will  be  taken  illegally.  Hors  livestock 
will  be  shot,  sons  by  sccldsht,  sons  intentionally. 

O Litter  will  Increase  and  degrade  all  resources.  Litter 
can  hara  or  kill  both  wildlife  and  livastock. 
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135-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  America 


Dcnuc  a.  Som 
msioCNT 


Mr  D«^  Hi  Sioui 
RMPTISTc&m  LuticT 
Bureau  of  Larwi  Management 
Rosuell  Distnci  Office 
1717  West  2nd  Street 
Rosuell.NM  ts:0i 


not  SOTTCOTH  ST  N « 
Wa&MINCTUH  0 C lOOM 


March  1.  IW 


Dear  Mr  Stout 


The  indepemlem  Petrokum  Association  of  Amencs  (IPAA)  welcomes  this  opportmiry  10 
submit  comments  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Roswelt  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource 
Marvagemem  Plan^vironmcntal  Impact  Statement  and  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource 
Plan  Amendment ‘Environmental  Impact  Siatemem  and  hopes  to  submit  supplcmenul  comments  by 
March  15.  1995  As  you  know,  independent  producers  drtll  15  percent  of  the  wells  m iba 
country  aivd  that  number  continues  to  increase  as  integrated  oil  companies  cnove  their  capital 
investments  and  the  related  exploration  and  dev  elopmeot  jobs  overseas  Independents  currently 
produce  60  percent  of  the  natural  gas  ar>d  40  percent  of  the  crude  oil  in  the  United  States.  A 
substantial  portion  of  our  oation's  oil  and  gas  reserves  underlies  the  public  lands  In  just  7 years, 
the  amount  of  public  lands  covered  by  oil  and  gas  leases  has  dropped  dramaticall)  from  23%  of 
public  lands  in  1983  to  just  9*/*  in  1990.  We  need  to  stop  this  steady  decline. 

The  stale  of  New  Mexico  produced  a substantial  amount  of  oil  and  gas  last  year  and  has 
the  potential  to  produce  even  more,  if  exploration  and  production  is  allowed  to  continue  Current 
regulations,  both  sute  and  federal,  provide  for  extensive  protection  of  the  public  lands  There  is 
absolutely  no  need  to  further  restrict  any  of  these  areas  Independents  hav  e proved  themselves  to 
be  good  environmental  stewards  Most  of  their  businesses  art  small  and  family  run  and  a 
majonty  of  the  producers  live  in  the  communities  where  they  work. 


In  1993  oil  and  gas  producers  in  New  Mexico  paid  the  federal  goventmeni  551.911.616 
for  oil  roy^ties  and  SI9S. 730.279  in  gas  royalties,  not  including  rents  or  boouses  The  state  of 
New  Mexico  received  back  5135.1 17.000  in  1993  from  federal  onshore  mineral  leases,  29%  of 
the  loial  revenues  distributed  back  to  the  states  According  to  the  stale's  own  Secretary  of 
Energy.  Minerals,  and  Natural  Resources  Department,  “...this  is  an  industry  which  has  almost 
smgiehandely  funded  the  state's  permanent  fund  which  will  be  used  by  fimae  generations  to 
finance  education  and  other  sute  programs  " It  would  be  a true  tragedy  10  give  this  industry  even 


more  disincentives  to  explore  arvd  to  produce  oil  and  gas  in  New  Mexico.  The  loss  of  revenue  10 
the  sute  will  cause  irreparable  damage  to  fimirt  generations  of  New  Mexicans 

The  alternatives  provided  are  not  very  diverse,  and  none  of  them  promote  oil  and  gas 
exploration  development  in  the  covered  areas  Another  alterrutive  which  promotes  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  should  be  considered.  Multiple  use  should  be  the  overriding  theoK 
of  the  plan,  not  informal  withdrawals  of  larxls  based  on  non-Kientific  speculation.  The  BLM 
should  feel  confident  in  the  industry  and  work  to  avoid  duplicity  in  regulations. 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  concerns.  W'e  look  forward  to  working  wnth  you. 

Sincerely. 

Denise  A Bode 
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February  27.  1995 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Roswefl  District 

1717  West  Second  Street 

Roswell.  NM  M201-20I9 

Attentiofl  Mr  David  Stout,  RMR/EIS  Team  Leader 


RE  RosweO  DraA  Resource  Management  Flan 


Dear  Mr  Stout 


1 


Vaster  Resources,  Inc  . a subsidiary  of  Atlantic  Richfield  Corporation,  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
submit  comments  on  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  and  the  Carlsbad  Area  DraA  Resource  Management 
Plans/  Environmental  Impact  Statements  At  this  tinte.  Vaster  has  not  bad  the  opportunity  to  review 
the  comprehensive  a/xalysis  prepared  by  iiMlustry  associations  which  wiD  help  us  form  more  detailed 
comments  Without  the  specific  analysis  avaiUble.  wt  would  like  to  genenhy  comment  at  this  time 
and  foDow  up  with  more  substantive  comments  by  March  1 5, 1995  Vaster  Resources  supports  the 
comments  of  the  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gu  Association  and  the  Independent  Petroleum  Association  of 
New  Mexico 

We  art  disappointed  to  learn  that  the  commenu  submitted  to  your  office  by  od  and  gas  industry 
representatives  in  the  initial  stages  of  the  RMP  process  have  not  be  irtcorporated  in  the  DraA  RMP 
thus  far  We  urge  the  BLM  to  take  this  opportunity  to  address  the  concerns  of  the  all  parties  involved 
in  the  land  use  decisions  made  in  this  area  The  land  should  be  managed  to  allow  for  multiple  uses  and 
to  gain  the  maximum  value  Aom  the  resources  contained  within  the  land 

It  is  critical  that  the  BLM  understands  and  includes  in  the  RMP  an  accurate  assessment  of  the  far- 
reaching  contributioru  the  oil  and  gas  industry  makes  in  the  State  (/New  Mexko  and  the  United 
States  Positive  effects  are  seen  at  the  local  level  and  in  all  pans  of  the  state  through  the  state's 
permanent  fund,  which  will  also  benefit  fijture  generations  of  New  Mexico  residents  Development  of 
our  nation’s  petroleum  reserves  also  anevnaies  our  dependence  on  foreign  oil  imports  and  adds 
substantial  fUnds  to  the  United  States  Treasury 


136-1  With  regard  to  citizen  involvement,  refer  to 
response  50-2.  On  the  subject  of  multiple  use,  refer 
to  response  39-8. 


r<bnny  Tl.  I«M 

rip-i 

ki  orte  Ibr  the  b«mAu  of  ol  Hd  pi  opIenliM  M ManI  Mi»  W fMtoA  da  nfulMorr 
dmu  nifl  b«  mon  bvenWi  10  Muary  TW  cU  hot  pm  ool  la  Warfiinpoo  «e 'toiinoa 
|ii  irimoif*  by  roduong  rodundini  ropUliont,  bocamin|  own  roifomivo  to  thi  puMk,  ood 
bocoodn  won  con  odToctiv*  Fodewinf  ddi  cm,  Rotwtl  Roiourt*  Ano  dwuM  indudo  • 
rotMMWi  Iluntolivt  ■ dw  «Mdi  would  mcounp  od  ud  pi  mytoiiiwi  h dw  Soudwtnira 
NowMadco  tfmukboaior  dipdilieM  m mfowd  oo od  Mdpi  homi  to puWclmdA  dwy 
riwuldkijuodBod  wiifc  nund  Md  viriAiMo  idow^  rndoniio,  oot  oardy  lootoiipioo  or  cyMoo 


Wi  hop  you  wil  cartftidy  comida  daoi  oomnanu  ind  the  oddtiofal  comranu  wtwd  wfl  Ibdow  a 
ifci  oeo  iwoiaita 


ItespoeeSdy, 

E«»iro— anal  Coordmiar 
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POBOK5705UP8  Us Cnice»,NM 88003 


rtbruarr  26.  1995 


L«sll*  Cod*.  Dl*trict  Han«o*r 
loswall  District 
lur*au  of  Land  HanactMot 
1711  W**t  2nd  Str**t 
toswall.  Raw  M*xlco  88201 


i 


« 

HAR  3 6 1995 


ui»v  8 


Ra:  «o*w*ll  Draft  Raaourc*  Mana**Mnt  rian/tnviron**ntal  lapa^ 
Stat*ai*nt  (DRXP/DIIS) 


D*ar  Laslia  Con*: 


1 


2 


Rarain  plaas*  find  our  Coaaants  to  th*  Draft  Raaourc*  Hanaqaaant 
Pland  and  Draft  InvlronaMntal  Upact  StataiaaDt  for  th*  Roawall 
District  of  th*  Buraau  of  Land  Managaaant. 

Th*  Roawall  District  appaars  to  hava  aad*  a good  faith  affort  In 
praparlng  this  docuaant  to  addrasa  all  th*  aultipl*  usaa  of  th* 
public  land*  in  th*  District.  But.  soa*  arrors  appaar  to  hava 
baan  aada  ragarding  Rang*  Hanagaaant . Tha  haart  of  good  Rcosyttaa 
Hanagamant  involvat  an  undaratanding  that  soa*  nativ*  plant*  and 
aniaals  naad  to  b*  protactad  and  asy  b*  haraad  by  traditional 
grating  practicaa. 

Ha  wish  to  auggast  soa*  aodif icationa  for  th*  Pinal  RMP/II8  to 
show  that  th*  District  undarstand  acotyttaat  and  thair 

- Spreading  wacar  through  tha  inatallatioD  of  ovar  ISO  Bilaa  of 
naw  watar  plpallna  and  ISO  othar  oaw  vatar  isprovaBaota  is 
HARMFUL  to  animals  and  plants  that  raquira  undlsturbad  habitat. 
Although  spraading  watars  has  baan  part  of  traditional  graxing 
practica  in  tha  past,  tha  naad  for  spraading  watars  in  this  dar 
and  aga  is  ganarallr  considarad  an  indication  of  a lack  of 
livastock  ovarsight.  or  HRM  run  wild.  Modarn  Icosystaa 
Hanaganant  would  call  for  Rast,  particularly  during  pariods  of 
draught  or  low  parcipitation . Your  Flan  doas  not  indicata  whan 
and  whara  Rast  would  ba  indicatad.  Tharafora,  wa  baliava  tha 
inclusion  of  such  axtansiva  and  axcttsiva  usa  of  naw  pipalinas 
and  naw  watars  should  ba  dalatad  froa  tha  Flan. 

- Tha  usa  of  chanicals  as  harbicidas  should  ba  graatly  curtallad 
or  battar  yat , stoppad  antiraly,  axcapt  on  a plant  by  plant 
basis.  Altarnativa  I calls  for  contihuad  usa  of  aarial  spraying 
of  harbicidas.  Frasant  day  knowladga  of  tha  haraful  af facts  of 
thesa  practicas,  should  ba  raason  anough  to  alininata  this 


t 


2 


practica  froa  th*  Plaa  for  raaacaa  of  risk  llahlllty.  Past  1.000 
acr*  block  spraying  was  not  vllOllfa-friaodly,  anO  tbar*  1*  ao 
InOlcatioo  that  this  thinking  ba*  baan  chaogaO  la  th*  Plan. 

W*  auggast  that  Altarnativa  I b*  noOifiaO  to  allainat*  aarial 
spraylag.  Past  attaapts  to  control  or  allainat*  lavaOar  plant 
spaelas  such  as  aasgulta,  and  baaafltlal  aoa-lavadars  Ilk* 
sblaaorT  oak,  has  baan  futll*  la  th*  long  na,  eoatlp  to  all,  and 
bad  Icosystan  Hanagaaant. 


- Ihlnnary  oak  Is  laportant  to  th*  cootlnuad  food  haaltb  of  th* 
raogalanda  and  should  b*  protactad.  Many  nay  aot  undarstand  th* 
rol*  this  plant  has  la  th*  long  tarn  wall  balag  of  acosystaas  la 
th*  losvall  District,  fhln  oak  aneouragas  naad^  blodlvarsltr 
that  *111  suatala  long  tarn  llvaatoek  production  la  th*  fae*  of 
aornally  oceurrlag  aavlrannaatal  chaogo*.  Hanaglng  for  graa* 
production  oalp.  Is  taking  a short  tarn  via*  that  *111  b*  haraful 
la  th*  long  na. 

V*  also  suggast  that  sine*  this  Pina  should  hava  a long  Ufa, 
battar  protaetloa  arouitd  duna-sagabrush  llsard  habitat,  raptor 
Dosta,  playas  aad  alkali  laka*  Is  naadod.  Oatll  suck  tin*  as 
aultipl*  usars  oadarstaad  th*  laportaac*  to  thasa  araas  to  th* 
long  tara  **11  halag  of  th*  acoorstoas,  aanagar*  should  protact 
thasa  araas  to  th*  graatast  axtaat  poaslhl*.  Tharafora  **  suggast 
that  th*  Altarnativa  8's  ragulraaants  for  NO  around  *lldllf* 
habitat  proiacts,  raptor  oasts,  sand  dun*  llsard  habitat,  100 
r*ar>flood-pl*lBS,  playas  aird  alkali  lakas  b*  adoptad. 

• Icosystan  naoagaaant  daaatrds  that  analysis  b*  baa  ad  on  bo* 

llvaatoek  nay  fit  Into  th*  acoaystaaa  as  thasa  acosystaas 
eontlau*  to  ebang*.  Hanaganant  basad  on  a ratora  to  th*  past, 
doas  aot  racognls*  normal  unpradlctabla,  unstoppabl*  changas 
*bleh  ar*  occurring.  Adaptation  to  normal  aad  natural  changas  Is 
l^K>rtaat  to  th*  cootlnuad  us*  of  th*  losvall  District  for 
llvaatoek  production.  Tbos*  vllllag  to  undarstand  that  son* 
ehangas  la  grating  practicas  ar*  naesasary  *111  b*  racognlsad  as 
good  stavards  of  th*  land.  V*  racognlx*  that  lUt  has  Introducad  a 
aaw  coacapt,  *d**lrad  plant  eonmunltlas*,  but  **  ar*  faarful  It 
*111  b*  intarpratad  at  aor*  of  th*  taa*.  or  It  *111  load  to 
futll*  attaapts  (us*  of  harbicidas)  to  raturo  to  past  raagaland 
conditions. 

- yh*  rostrlctloa  of  OWt  to  daslgnatad  toads  and  trails,  *ith 
valvars  aval labia,  1*  na*  and  w*  pralt*  It. 

Thank  you  for  th*  opportunity  to  pratant  our  Coonaota. 

Ilncsraly , 

Harlano*  I.  Thaalar,  Chair 
Soutbarn  Raw  Haxico  Oroup 
llarra  Club 
2015  Runtlagtoo  Dr. 

‘T/.  *7*  fro// 


137-1  Refer  to  responses  104-6  and  115-2. 


137-2  The  use  of  chemicals  for  vegetation  treatments 
is  analyzed  on  a case-by-case  basis.  We  would  not 
use  aerial  applications  of  chemicals  in  situations  where 
such  use  would  be  inappropriate.  We  have  modified 
the  proposed  management  for  the  Overflow  Wetlands, 
Fort  Stanton  and  North  Pecos  River  ACECs  to  exclude 
the  use  of  aerially  applied  herbicides  for  saltcedar 
treatment.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 
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Star  Route  East 
yayhill,  MX  88339 
February  13#  1995 


T.  R.  Kreager  — 

Area  y^nager 

But 

PC  Drawer  1857  ^ 

Rcswell,  SX  88202-1857 

Dear  Xr.  Kreager,  r 

re:  Exchange  prcoerties 

In  response  to  my  meeting  with  you  and  some  of  your  staff 
personnel  on  Thursday  February  9 , I am  submitting  this  letter  on 
behalf  of  Cooper  Brothers. 

One  of  the  partners  recently  acquired  a parcel  of  land 
alaong  the  Rio  Bonito  in  the  valley  just  east  of  Lincoln,  New 
Mexico  which  we  would  like  to  exchange  for  BLM  land  within  oux 
various  grazing  permits  or  allotments.  1 am  authorized  by  the 
landowners  of  the  BLX  allotments  and  the  Lincoln  parcel  to 
contact  you  and  to  pursue  an  exchange. 

We  request  that  you  include  these  in  your  resource 
management  plan  to  facilitate  this  exchange,  to  the  extent  they 
have  not  been  targeted  as  exchange  lands  already.  We  understand 
that  the  basis  for  trade  is  appraisal  values,  and  although  we 
have  not  .had  this  property  appraised,  we  feel  the  values  are 
co.oparable  at  this  tire. 

If  the  lands  being  exchanged  from  BLM  are  valued  higher  than 
the  Lincoln  parcel  being  acq'jired  by  BLM  as  a part  of  this 
exchange,  ve  are  willing  to  negotiate  a purchase  of  any  excess 
acreage  which  exceeds  the  appraisal  of  the  Lincoln  parcel.  We 
would  like  to  .T.ake  the  exchange  a ’package  deal*  rather  than  end 
up  with  seme  land  being  acquired  and  some  land  remaining  as  BLM 
land . ^ >• 

The  Lincoln  property  is  a part  of  the  old  Hulbert  field  (see 
the  attached  land  description.  It  is  located  east  of  Lincoln, 

New  Mexico  adjacent  to  recently  acquired  BLM  parcels  in  the 
histor:.cal  d:.strict.  It  is  believed  to  include  an  old  homestead 


138-1  We  have  conducted  a preliminary  evaluation  of 
your  proposal.  Allotment  79013  is  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area;  land  exchange  proposals  for  that 
resource  area  are  not  within  the  scope  of  the  RMP 
Amendment.  As  for  allotment  63055,  our  review 
indicates  the  BLM  may  be  interested  in  acquiring  the 
lands  described  below.  We  will  consider  the  following 
tracts  as  lands  that  may  be  suitable  for  consideration 
for  acquisition. 

24.89  acres  in  the  SW1/4  and 
NW1/4SE1/4  of  Section  34,  T09S,  R16E 

We  will  add  the  following  tracts  of  land  in  Allotment 
No.  63055  to  the  list  in  the  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS 
of  lands  that  may  be  suitable  for  consideration  for 
disposal. 

Lincoln  County 

T10S,  R19E,  Section  3:  SW1/4;  160.00  acres; 
S1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T10S,  R19E, Section  4:  Lot  3;  40.48  acres; 
S1/2SE1/4;  80.00  acres 

T10S,  R19E,  Section  6:  Lot  5;  45.57  acres; 

Lot  6;  45.62  acres; 

E1/2SW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

SE1/4;  160.00  acres 


site  dugout  on  the  property.  It  consists  of  approximately  24.39 
acres  of  surface  and  11.5  acres  of  water  rights  from  the  Hulbert 
Ditch.  It  is  bounded  on  its  north  side  by  the  Bonito  River,  k 
copy  of.t.he  description  is  attached  for  your  reference. 

The  BU*  land  contained  in  our  present  9 separate  lease 
non-contiguous  parcels  within  2 lease  allotmenta  in  the  Carlsbad 
and  Roswell  resource  areas  consists  of  the  following  acreages  by 
area : 


permit 

number 


79013 

63055 


pennit  name/ 
location 

.McDonald  Flat 
Deadman  Canyon 


resource 

area 


Carlsbad 

Roswell 


acreage 

2,400 

1,140 


Payment  for  the  land  sur/ey  on  the  Lincoln  parcel  and  the 
archeological  and  TtE  surveys  on  the  Bl-M  lands  which  may  become 
necessary  during  the  trade  is  negotiable. 

We  are  interested  in  pursuing  this  exchange  without  delay, 
and  would  appreciate  a timely  response  from  you,  particularly 
regard  to  additional  i.nformation  or  documentation  you  may 
require  from  time  to  tLme,  so  that  this  T.atter  proceeds 
efficiently. 


T10S,  R19E,  Section  8:  E1/2E1/2;  160.00  acres; 
W1/2NW1/4;  80.00  acres; 

NW1/4SW1/4;  40.00  acres; 

NW1/4SE1/4;  40.00  acres 

T10S,  R19E,  Section  10:  NW1/4;  160.00  acres 


1-330 


/■6, . /j_..  A'n  > 


• tr«it  *1  !%<««  tn  !»•  t«t/4  «n«  M>|/«  Mt/«  •«  )•  •••  »*>•»  « l«  l«it  m •>  f • •«!»•  ••'• 

••If  «•••  •*  I*! [••t 

••  l»a  •!/•  tf't'  •!  ••!•  >«  «»•»«•  H ••  M 1**  t •(••a  tkt  iwtft  tf  (^•  tt/f  *1  ••!•  >«.  • 

**•*••■*  •••  It  •••!  *•  ln«  ••  •(•  ••ml*  •|««t  t>\«  ••''(••IlM  •*  •!•  •wait*  ••  '•ll*** 

i > !•  II'  • « «■•)•*<«  ••  roa  }|  I**!  • aa  o«  ii’  ( • ««  i*  r»«i  ihMit*  • %i'%i  ••'  i • •«•«•-*•  «i 

a»w  ««  «••!  t^•ac•  ■ »«'«}  ««’  I • •l•l•f>(•  «l  VI*  #•  «■•«.  « )•  t»  it'  ( • «i  105  «•  ««*l  than.* 

1 51  i>  ••'  ( • «■•«•«»<•  •!  |4(  at  lyvi  t ••  ii'aa'  c • •k•l••■l«  •>  t;o  M *••«.  inwMi  • *t  ii  m’  l • •) 

a*  )•  ■••i.  1 M >a  «•'  t • •l•l•At•  •>  I /•  >•  r**!  i*>«M(«  t •w'M  «•*  t • •>••••«•  ••  IIS  •>  f««i.  «n»n«« 

* n't*'  ( • •l•l•■kc•  ••  •>«  >•  !••«  t••n<•  t ii'tt'  » l*a<i|«a  |h«  (•«l«rUM  •'  Ria  ••nil*  • mt  Ml  V«  >•«( 

lna»«a  N 3*'  a • «i*|m*<*  •'  t)  tt  l•»«.  !••»*•  > •!’#/  /I*  V a •l•t••(•  ••  tti  M ‘•■t  I*  • ••ml  •/'  I a«  Maria  Ita*  •* 

la«  •!/•  %1/i  at  aaia  •a<||*a  inaar*  I ■•’•«  ll’  alaaf  la*  a«rtM  Una  a*  tai  tl/t  a*  aaia  •acllaa  >«  a aialitKa  •* 

l*ia  M laal  la  a aa  |a|  laaa».ia  ria*l-«<  v»r  llaa  ••  U*  M«  Inaar  a n •>  al  >;*  • •!•«■  taaa*<>a  r ifMl  - a*  - war  1 1 a*  a r 1/ . • 

a alalaMr*  a'  OH  O <aal  la  a aalal  *a  In*  >**«  liaa  af  «M*  •«»/•  a>  a*!*  aactlaa  l«  |a«a«*  « k alaMa  |n* 

*a*i  l|Ma  al  laa  twl'i  •<  aaia  lai<i*M  1<  • aiaian**  a>  Ma  •>  fail  la  t^a  a*mt  ar  aralnalaa 

CaMiaiaiMa  tl  >«  r » **r**  war*  ar  l*aa 


▼•»«atna»  I I . to  tnaa  of  watvi  rl«Ma 

r»la  l«o.  Oiaii  an. I c^ava•  Counl>  niar>i<i 
0 Vtc. 


tllwurVAtl  fion  |ho  ilialliari  nitt'h 
Court  Cawan  Mo.  }'0-*4  .tori  |2fi00 


ui'dai  •in|«  rrt<iinccr 
c unau  1 I 'to  I nO  . Sulii  I I it 


i.r-.»  Atio  I'Kcr.rrrwc., 


fraal  ar  »*««  a*!*,  ,arl  •/  iAa  mi/t  lai/a  *r  Sa«i|ao  J4, 


#a*(i(4la-lf  4i»4riit0  a*  /aiiax 


/••oaAfa  • S*KiA  0*»0t  It 


fan.  •»  a.«  a , y«-a 

’ill".'/"’.." 

i.l,./.,  " • •'•l-l*  •/  Ml  IJ  l„l  I.  . P.IA.  „ 

« > L y ' '*•*"  „ 

•....7.  ..V..,L‘.  r**  •'  "•  '•  •*"'•  ■ «■••  •'■  t . .i.i~. ..  7.1.7. 

ift  aa  / I **  **  * • *'»«aM<a  a/  9M  «a  /*•(  lAaara  ar  Ji'a/  aa*  / * 4, ,, 

a.al7a..  V;  • **  * • **•*•-«•  •'  »®»  /*M  «R.-«a  » a/  a»  aa-  f . 

J aa-,*--..  '***-  *'‘**'*  • *•  a'  »'•  < a alaiaa*#  a/  aja.  »/  r**«  aa*»tr 

aairta^  A 1 1 A^  • ^ Ala  aar»  1 1#,  a #lalaaaa  at  iMa  aa  ta  a 

rta.  lA  ClaAI-af-.*/  JiMa  1/  f arlan.ar  J«»  lAaa«a  • if  44  O'  R alana  ma 

**•*  •/  w * AipAwaf  >aa  a «i»aaA<a  a/  Hit. it  /•*«  i*  * p^imt  aa 
a#  aa  **  "**  4f  4*14  tafilaa  JI.  |A,Ma  A fti  i9'  • ala^a  ia*  **.1  lin. 

» • « af  aaia  Arataan  ja.  a aOianta  aa  3tH  •;  /•»!  la  ia«  aami  a/  arai/w.in, 

raotatoma  m la  arra*.  «ara  ar  u,* 


139 

• Western  Archaeological  Services  ^4151 4 

500  North  Msm.  Suit*  400  • Roswell.  New  Mexico  88201 
(505)  624- 1863 


Leslie  Cone 

Distnci  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Roswell  District 


Dear  Ms  Cone 

I have  read  the  recent  articles  m the  Roswell  Daily  Record  concerning  the  newest 
Resource  Management  Plan  I have  also  begun  reading  the  RMP  I am  concerned 
that  Mr  Skeen  and  others  are  grossly  misunderstanding  the  content  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  It  would  seem  that  more  attention  is  being  paid  to  hearsay  rather 
than  to  the  contents  of  the  Management  Plan 

The  reduaion  of  properties  for  oil  and  gas  leasing,  by  one  percent,  does  not  seem 
significant  m view  of  the  reasoning  for  such  a reduction  (1  e protection  of  significant 
resources  such  as  caves  and  archaeological  resources)  Further,  reduction  of  animal 
unit  months  simply  reflects  a reduction  in  the  amount  of  lands  under  BLM 
administralion  due  to  recent  land  exchanges  I have  participated  in  these  exchanges 
by  conducting  the  cultural  resource  mventones  on  properties  slated  for  disposal 
These  properties  are  composed  of  thousands  of  acres  of  low  value  range  land  that 
eventually  were  purchased  by  local  ranchers  These  are  but  a few  points  raised  by 
those  that  oppose  this  Resource  Management  Plan  However  it  would  seem  that 
those  concerned  have  not  read  this  RMP  The  RMP  is  fulfilling  its  federally  legislated 
mandate 


139-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Sincerely. 

*^vrv7~x- 

Heidi  F Browne 
Director 
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140-1  Refer  to  response  27-2. 


140 

^ 1^0 


ii4152b 


MERIDIAN  bSL 

March  13.  1995 


Mr  DaNxJ  SiouL  RMP'tlS  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  .Managemeni 

Ros>*c)l  Dislnci  Office 

I'? IT  'Aesi  2nd  Slreel 

Ros^^eil,  New  Mexico  88201-2019 

Dear  Mr.  Siout 


In  our  letter  dared  Februarj  28.  1995.  we  accideniall)  omitted  our  comments  of  concern  about 
restrictions  that  ad\erseK  affect  geophysical  actiyir>.  in  panicular,  seismic  data  acquisition 
Please  gi\e  favorable  consideration  to  the  items  that  follow  before  implementing  new  regulations 
that  relate  to  such  activir> 


• Modem  seismic  acquisition  has  evolved  to  almost  complete  use  of  the  3-D  melhod. 

• 3-D  acquisition  normally  involves  placing  source  and  receiver  lines  at  nghi  angles  to  each 
other  and  with  each  set  of  lines  (source  and  receiver)  at  an  average  spacing  of  one- fourth 
mile 

• Over  a survev  the  size  of  i township,  the  linear  miles  total  300 

• 'A  ithin  the  primary  areas  of  geophysical  activiry  in  Eddy  and  Lea  Counties.  New  Mexico, 
existing  roads  and  trails  average  less  than  100  linear  miles.  The  roads  that  form  a right  angle 
and  at  the  average  spacing  of  one-quarter  mile  are  very  few. 

• A restriction  to  the  use  of  existing  roads  and  trails  would  essentially  terminate  3-D  seismic 
acquisition  in  these  areas 

• 3-D  seismic  data  is  the  greatest  technological  advancement  m over  20  years  to  reduce  the 
nsk  of  drilling  dry  holes 

• The  long  term  benefit  of  3-D  seismic  in  areas  of  sensitive  land  use  will  be  in  avoidance  of 
drilling  and  other  related  activ  iiies  in  places  that  hav  e uneconomic  pciroleum  resources 


Thank  you  for  your  attention 


^e  will  be  glad  to  discuss  this  matter  further  it  your  convenience 


Sincerely. 

Rich  Smilev  / 
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Elizabeth  J.  Shores 
1003  Hall  Drive 
Rosvrell,  Sew  Hexico  B820I 


David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Teatp  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roswell  District  Office 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  962C1 

Dear  Sirs; 

Today,  I realized  that  I have  not  read  anything  in  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  about  the  “Satior.s:  Watchable  Wildlife  Prograir", 
or  about  hunting  on  BLV  lards. 

On  December  3,  199^,  a carload  of  uS  birdwatchers  went 
to  the  Mescalero  Sand  Dune  area.  In  the  parking  area  there 
were  hunters  unloading  their  gear  along  w;th  a hunting  dog. 

If  we  had  not  seen  them  unloading  we  might  have  come  upon 
them  suddenly  in  the  dunes. 

It  seems  to  me  that  during  hunting  season  there  should  be 
cautions  signs  posted  - or  "Watchable  Wildlife*  areas  should 
be  off  limits  for  hunters. 


Sincerely, 

An  Audubon  Society  member. 


.^4  L ‘•'1^  ^ 


141-1  The  Draft  RMP/EIS  does  not  address  the 
National  Watchable  Wildlife  Program  because  the 
guidance  for  the  program  is  national  in  extent  and  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  RMP. 

In  the  Mescalero  Sands  area  we  currently  have  three 
separate  management  units:  the  Mescalero  Sands 
North  Dune  OHV  Area;  the  Mescalero  Sands  South 
Dune  Outstanding  Natural  Area  (ONA);  and  the 
Mathers  Research  Natural  Area  (RNA).  Hunting  or 
shooting  firearms  are  not  allowed  in  the  North  Dunes 
OHV  Area.  The  closure  is  needed  because  the  area 
receives  substantial  OHV  use.  Hunting  is  allowed  on 
federal  lands  adjacent  to  the  North  Dunes  OHV  Area, 
in  the  South  Dunes  ONA,  and  in  the  Mathers  RNA. 
We  had  signs  posted  at  the  North  Dunes  OHV  Area, 
but  they  were  removed  by  vandals.  We  plan  to 
replace  the  signs  before  the  next  hunting  season. 
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Hr  David  Stout 
Harcb  ).  1995 
2 


Eoviroruncnul  coruequcncn  addrcited  an  buk»cd  pUcut|  rttpoosibibry  for  probkou  on  the  oU  and  |U  induiiry 
b^citock  fraiiDf  TV  R.MP  thconut  and  is  bas«d  oe  uopro^eD  Kicact  It  does  not  address  rururai  disasters  such 
u noods.  drou|hi.  esc 

Tbe  proposed  aJierruoves  arc  basically  not  dcfoied  tn  specUSciry  leavui|  ti  open  to  individual  mtcrprruooQ  Effected 
iDteretu  cannot  depend  on  suuc  dermitsott 

Tbe  water  sources  of  all  DurucipaJiuts  viUafes.  and  small  rural  water  co-opt  need  lo  be  uivrsbiated  for  eaclussoQ 
and' or  protec  ooe 

iV  cost  of  ifliptertxouuoo  oi  tfus  pan  to  t/ie  laipayen  is  oot  cost  efiecQve  or  fowi  raprcKcaooQ  of  our  laa  dollars 
ai  work 

We  appreciate  the  oppommity  to  comment  oe  these  unporuai  issues  We  adNocaie  responstbk  use  of  our  resources 
and  would  like  to  proteei  our  cituens  and  diverse  cultures 


Bob  Forrest 
PmxJeoi 


cao 

cc;  Ra>  WesuJl 


142-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mr.  Forrest  in 
response  to  his  letter.) 

We  are  somewhat  confused  by  your  comments,  since 
the  RMPa  addresses  only  oil  and  gas  management. 
The  Carlsbad  RMP  of  1988,  is  still  in  effect  for  other 
management  activities  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area, 
such  as  livestock  grazing  and  areas  of  environmental 
concern. 

We  believe  there  has  been  some  misinformation 
circulating  about  the  RMPA  that  is  resulting  in 
misunderstanding.  We  would  like  to  meet  with  you 
and  other  members  of  your  organization  to  discuss  the 
specifics  of  your  concerns  with  the  RMPA.  We  believe 
such  a meeting  is  the  best  way  to  clear  up 
misunderstandings  and  to  discuss  exactly  what  is 
proposed  in  the  plan.  In  the  meantime,  we  have 
enclosed  some  additional  information  about  our 
proposals  for  oil  and  gas  management  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area. 

We  would  like  to  meet  with  you  to  address  your 
concerns.  If  you  want  to  schedule  such  a meeting, 
please  contact  [us].  We  look  forward  to  meeting  with 
you. 


NOTE:  The  specific  points  in  this  letter  are  essentially 
the  same  as  letter  #53;  refer  to  the  comment 
responses  for  that  letter. 
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143-1  Refer  to  responses  29-7  and  53-7. 
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February  27,  1995 

Roswell  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1717  West  Second  St. 

Roswell.  NM  86201 

The  RDO-RMP/EIS  is  based  on  fanta$y?~WheTe  will  BLM  obtain  the  funding 
to  carry  out  the  multitude  of  tasks  it  proposes  to  undertake?  How  will  the 
RMP  be  rrxxJi/ied  to  fit  the  inevitable  reality  of  reduced  funding? 


The  RMP  is  a masterpiece  of  vagueness,  confusion,  and  prejudice  against 
resource  development.  The  implicit  goal  is  to  turn  multiple  use  lands  into 
National  Park  lands  • but  even  National  Parks  have  'use’  as  one  of  their 
two  goals.  There  is,  and  should  continue  to  be,  a spectrum  of  uses  for 
public  lands  - from  some  use  and  more  preservation  on  National  Park  lands 
to  more  use  and  less  preservation  on  BIM  lands.  Do  not  subvert  Congress. 


When  the  Federal  government  is  running  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  in 
debt  annually,  revenues  from  Federal  lands  should  be  maximized  and  costs 
minimized.  The  RMP  does  the  opposite.  Severe  faults  include  ... 


S-8:  How  many  acres  will  be  impacted  by  the  200  meter  acre  lizard 
buffers?  Just  100  lizards  could  result  in  over  3,140  acres  unavailable  for 
use.  What  is  the  cause  and  effect  relationship  between  oil  and  gas 
development  and  a possible  decline  in  lizards?  Where  are  the  facts  to 
prove  there  is  a decline  and  not  merely  a fluctuation?  The  plan  maximizes 
pain  to  the  oil  industry  and  minimizes  gain  for  the  lizard. 

S-8:  How  many  acres  will  be  unavailable  due  to  raptor  buffers?  There 
should  be  a ceiling  on  the  number  of  raptor  nests  requiring  buffers  to 
minimize  adverse  economic  impacts.  ^ 

\ 

S-9:  The  impact  from  no  surface  occupancy  restrictions  on  JVeas  within 
200  meters  of  all  hundred  year  floodplains  is  not  even  calculated  Just 
100  miles  of  10'  wide  floodplains,  when  combined  with  200  meter  buffers 
on  each  side,  would  result  in  over  16,100  acres  unavailable  for  use.  And, 
there  are  far  more  than  100  linear  miles  of  floodplain.  Who  will  define  the 
limits  of  floodplains’  Who  will  fund  the  mapping’^ 


143-2  The  number  of  acres  affected  by  a setback  to 
protect  lizard  habitat  depends  on  the  extent  of  the 
habitat.  There  is  variability  built  into  the  setback 
requirement  which  is,  in  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
within  up  to  100  meters.  We  currently  have  studies 
on-going  to  determine  the  distribution  of  the  sand  dune 
lizard  in  the  Roswell  District,  and  to  identify  suitable 
and  occupied  habitat.  We  are  working  with  the  New 
Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  and  the  New 
Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Association  to  fund  studies  related 
to  the  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  the 
lizard  and  its  habitat.  The  basic  premise  of  impacts  to 
the  sand  dune  lizard,  or  any  other  special  status 
wildlife  species  or  plant,  is  surface  disturbing  activities 
or  large  scale  vegetation  manipulation  in  crucial  habitat 
results  in  habitat  loss  and  habitat  fragmentation, 
leading  to  a decrease  in  populations  of  species 
dependent  on  these  habitats.  Exact  numbers  are  not 
necessary  to  understand  this  concept. 

143-3  The  estimates  of  acreages  that  could  be 
affected  by  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  for  raptors  are  displayed  in  Tables  A3-1 
and  A3-2  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS.  These 
estimates  were  developed  for  purposes  of  analysis 
(comparison  of  alternatives).  Because  of  waivers  and 
other  factors,  the  acreages  affected  by  the 
requirement  are  expected  to  be  substantially  less  that 
is  estimated  in  the  tables. 

143-4  With  regard  to  your  comment  on  acreages, 
refer  to  Tables  A3-1  and  A3-2  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS.  With  regard  to  your  comment  on  a 
floodplain  definition,  refer  to  the  Glossary,  page  GL-7, 
underthe  heading  "One-Hundred-Year  Floodplain"  and 
to  responses  112-58  and  116-9. 

143-5  Major  rights-of-way  are  defined  on  page  2-161 
(among  other  places)  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  Major 
rights-of-way  and  rights-of-way  for  other  kinds  of 
projects  would  be  considered  in  avoidance  zones  on 
a case-by-case  basis.  The  RMP  establishes 
avoidance  areas  (refer  to  Table  79,  for  example). 
Site-specific  areas  of  avoidance  could  also  be 
determined  during  the  environmental  assessment  of 
specific  projects. 

143-6  We  have  reconsidered  the  proposal  to  close 
the  Cocklebur  Lakes  and  Haystack  Butte  archeological 
districts  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  We  have  modified  our 
preferred  alternative  and  have  proposed  applying  no 
surface  occupancy  to  those  areas.  Refer  to  Table  34 
and  the  Proposed  Plan. 
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S-11;  Whai  1$  a ’major'  R/W’  What  specific  standards  will  BLM  use  when 
determining  where  or  when  a ’major’  R/W  must  avoid  areas'^ 

S-13.  Why  close  Haystack  Butte  and  Cocklebur  Lakes  to  oil  leasing,  when  a 
No  Surface  Occupancy  stipulation  might  accomplish  the  same  goal  with 
less  adverse  economic  impact’ 

S-13  Surely  you  jest  with  the  UFO  protection?  I know  BLM  protects 
Anasazi  heritage,  but  Alien  heritage’  I can't  believe  BLM  is  opening  this 
Pandora's  box.  Will  BLM  cease  leasing  other  lands  because  they  could  be 
potential  landing  strips  for  UFOs’ 

S-15:  Why  impose  NSO  stipulations  on  all  known  karst  features’  If  the 
features  are  ’known’  or  ’significant",  then  it  should  be  no  trouble  to 
calculate  affected  acreage.  What  will  be  the  total  amount  of  acreage 
affected?  As  a minimum,  the  restriction  should  be  waived  if  the  karst 
feature  is  topographically  higher  than  the  use  area 

S-17:  Cement  records  are  already  submitted  to  BLM  on  completion  reports. 

S-19:  BLM  does  not  state  the  amount  of  acres  to  be  affected,  in  this  case, 
riparian  areas.  How  many  total  acres’  The  constant  use  of  200  meter 
buffers  - no  matter  the  resource  ■ shows  there  is  no  scientific  basis  for 
the  buffer.  Why  200  meter  buffers’  It  is  only  an  arbitrary  land  grab 

S-19.  Why  close  all  of  the  WSAs  to  leas.ng’  Why  isn't  a NSO  stipulation 
applied  to  at  least  a quarter  mile  radius  of  the  land  within  the  WSA? 

S-20:  Why  can't  use  be  allowed  on  >20%  slopes  on  a case  by  case  basis? 

S-21:  Occupancy  of  floodplains  should  be  allowed  if  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
permits  it.  Why  a 200  meter  buffer  outside  a floodplain?  What  criteria 
will  be  used  to  define  a hundred  year  floodplain’  How  much  funding  will 
this  effort  require? 

S-24:  Why  the  semantic  gymnastics’  BLK’s  bias  is  showing.  Show  mercy 
to  the  English  language,  even  if  you  show  none  ifi  public  land  users.  Try 
’Prohibit  Surface  Occupancy  ...’  instead  of  ’Allow  No  Surface  Occupancy’ 


per\??7s‘west  Tvr 


143-7  There  is  strong  local  interest  in  the  Roswell 
Incident,  including  private  investment  in  such  things  as 
museums,  commercial  tours,  and  memorabilia.  We 
thought  it  prudent  to  "leave  the  door  open"  for  future 
management  of  the  two  sites  associated  with  the 
Incident,  should  some  type  of  development  be 
proposed,  or  if  more  information  about  the  Incident 
was  to  become  publicly  available.  Also  refer  to 
response  93-1 1 . 

143-8  As  a general  rule,  we  are  proposing  NSO  within 
up  to  200  meters  of  known  cave  or  karst  features. 
This  means  that  after  a field  examination  by  a BLM 
staff  specialist  the  distance  actually  agreed  to  may  be 
substantially  less  than  200  meters.  Not  all  the  caves 
and  karst  features  in  the  Roswell  District  have  been 
identified.  Many  of  them  are  discovered  during  the 
course  of  oil  and  gas  field  examinations.  Additionally, 
not  all  of  them  show  up  on  topographic  maps,  which 
makes  it  impractical  to  measure  them  all  and  come  up 
with  an  accurate  acreage  figure. 

The  so-called  "200-meter  rule"  would  affect  about 
83,300  acres,  district-wide  (Tables  A3-1  and  A3-2). 
There  are  another  estimated  35,000  acres  with  no 
surface  occupancy  or  no  leasing  due  to  cave  and  karst 
special  management  areas. 

Not  all  restrictions  would  be  waived  if  the  use  area  is 
lower  than  a karst  feature.  This  is  because  cave  or 
karst  features  often  extend  far  below  the  surface  and 
affect  the  groundwater.  Leachates,  hydrocarbons,  and 
other  pollutants  still  can  be  carried  into  karst  aquifers 
and  cave  systems,  even  if  some  of  the  surface  karst 
features  are  topographically  higher  than  the  location  of 
a particular  proposed  action. 

143-9  With  regard  to  your  comment  on  acres,  refer  to 
Tables  AP3-1  and  AP3-2  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS. 
With  regard  to  the  200-meter  buffer,  refer  to  responses 
27-6  and  56-2. 

143-10  The  BLM's  national  policy  is  that  no  new 
leases  will  be  issued  in  lands  under  wilderness  review. 
The  public  lands  in  the  WSAs  have  been  closed  to 
leasing  and  will  remain  closed  until  wilderness 
decisions  are  concluded.  From  a practical  standpoint, 
applying  no  surface  occupancy  on  large  areas,  such 
as  the  WSAs,  is  de  facto  no  leasing.  Given  current 
technology  and  considering  the  added  expense, 
directional  drilling  can  be  accomplished  under  a 
narrow  band  around  the  outer  edge  of  WSAs.  A 
leasing  closure  also  better  protects  the  WSAs  and  the 
associated  cave  resources  that  are  on  the  edge  of  the 
lava  flow,  than  would  a NSO  stipulation. 
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S-30:  Why,  close  all  27,622  acres  to  leasing’  Are  there  other  ways  of 
protecting  resources  without  such  a blanket  restriction? 


IS-36:  How  many  additional  acres  will  be  closed  to  surface  occupancy  due 
to  the  uncapped  number  of  200  meter  buffers?  How  will  lease  holders  be 
compensated  for  the  diminution  of  their  lease  rights  since  these  buffer 
zones  are  not  site  specified  in  a lease? 


Please,  throw  out  the.  document  and  start  over  with  new  unbiased  authors. 


Brian  Wood 


PERN#rS  vt?E^ 


143-11  Refer  to  Appendix  3 in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS,  where  exceptions  to  the  occupancy 
requirement  on  steep  slopes  are  listed. 

143-12  A 200-meter  setback  from  the  edge  of 
floodplains  serves  to  protect  the  typically  erosive  soils 
found  in  the  rugged  landform  along  the  edges  of  the 
Pecos  River  floodplain  and  in  other  areas.  Surface 
disturbing  activities  in  these  areas  contribute  to 
increased  sedimentation,  gullying,  runoff  of 
contaminants,  and  costs  in  reclaiming  these  sites,  if 
they  can  be  reclaimed.  The  primary  criteria  for 
defining  floodplain  boundaries  are  the  Flood  Hazard 
Boundary  Maps  or  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Maps 
published  by  the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency.  This  effort  requires  nothing  more  than  the 
typical  work  conducted  by  specialists  involved  with 
evaluating  a proposed  project. 

143-13  Fort  Stanton  has  been  closed  to  all  forms  of 
mineral  entry,  including  leasing,  since  1856.  The 
potential  for  leasable  minerals  is  low  in  the  area. 
Other  natural  resource  values  are  more  important.  We 
do  not  see  the  need  to  open  an  area  that  has  been 
closed  and  create  conflicts  with  the  significant 
resource  values  at  Fort  Stanton. 

143-14  Refer  to  Tables  AP3-1  and  AP3-2  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  for  estimates  of  acreages  affected  by 
the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements.  If 
these  requirements  are  applied  as  lease  stipulations, 
any  purchaser  of  a lease  will  know  in  advance  which 
requirements  would  apply.  If  the  requirements  are 
used  as  conditions  of  approval,  they  would  be  applied 
when  appropriate  and  would  be  consistent  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  lease.  Lease  rights  would 
not  be  affected. 
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144-1  Refer  to  responses  75-3  and  75^. 


144-2  Refer  to  response  50-4. 
144-3  Refer  to  response  50-7. 
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145-1  Refer  to  response  75-3. 

145-2  Refer  to  response  75-2. 

145-3  Refer  to  response  75-4. 

145-4  Refer  to  response  75-5. 

145-5  Refer  to  responses  50-4,  46-1  and  73-4. 
145-6  Refer  to  response  39-8. 

145-7  Refer  to  responses  75-1  and  75-7. 

145-8  Refer  to  response  39-7. 

145-9  Refer  to  response  39-3. 

145-10  Refer  to  response  50-7. 

145-11  Refer  to  response  39-7. 

145-12  Refer  to  response  50-10. 
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146-1  Refer  to  response  15-1. 


146-2  Refer  to  response  104-8. 

146-3  Refer  to  responses  104-6  and  115-2. 


You  fwre  iTcde  o good  stort  on  protecting  sertsiirve  tonds  »n  you  chorge  wtto  tois  dro*  pton  we  hope 
you  v.*n  4Xlude  our  suggestions  e>  you  Inol  plan  provK^r^g  even  more  protection 

T^crA  you  tor  you  Vne  and  cort&derakon 

ir^reiy. 

Cdtoennei  SorxJe® 


VrOM 

••w>v 
■to:  r.  Vor 
LOi  Cax«  4401} 


’or**  4sA(» 

»V»  >«vO«n» 

|1}«  •<y»>nog» 

4TI0e 


4w'0^  *o» 
Vac-«i9V 

}VOOCon«oai^« 

Sor«>t«47tOS 


tof"  woewgr 

P0lo*]$ti 
^ C%<«  14003 


NMAC  b orgont2crttor\  of  todependerrt  N«w  M^^doD  Audubon  dvopfeo  to  todBtoH  the  sharing 
ond  dUi^lnqUon  of  IrrtermqHcn  ond  to  engage  to  >ud>  •duco*or'><4.  KJerrftc,  contervoltorxtf  and 
pr«9«vottona4  puWTi  Oi  ted  within  toe  purpoee  of  toe  Hoftorid  Au^jbon  Sodofy 
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rHOnt  ROKKT  H.  HAHONCt 

nAHONC  CATTLC  CO  INC 
^.0.  10*  3777 
AOSwCLL,  Nn  •etOt-5777 
FAI/PHONC  309  4iS«*  3636 

CONCCANlNOt  AOSwCLt  7ES0OAC£  NANACChCNT  TLAN/CNV  IROMENT 
inRACT  STATCnCNT  AND  CARlSBAO  resource  HANACCnCNT  plan 
AliENOENT. 

nCSSAGCi  this  letter  is  to  provide  COrmCNTS  ON  THE  RHP 
HHICH  I WOULD  IR  I COULD...  IT  CONTAINS  NO  DETAILED,  SITE 
SPECIEIC  analysis.  what  would  AFFECT  HE  ON  RY  RANCH  WOULD  BE 
another  hatter  in  another  state,  or  even  county. 

I FEEL  IT  inPARATIvE  that  A SURvEy,  COUNTv  By  COUNTY,  BE 
conducted  before  PUBLISHING  ANOTHER  DOCUMENT  FOR  MY 
CONSIDERATION. 

WHY  DID  HR.  Clinton  fight  so  hard  for  nafta,  when  the  uSDa 
AND  USOI  ARC  going  to  KILL  ThE  uESTy  TmROuGm  ThE  RMP  AND 
RA  ,3Fi  AND  REFORM  AS  PRESEMCD  ThE  0>4l  t Thing  wE  hIll  NEED 
The  IHHEOIATE  FUTURE  IS  THE  NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE  TO  TAKE 
CARE  OF  'PUBLIC  LANDS**. 

This  document  iRHP»  will  insure  that  the  west  will  be  de- 
STABlIEED  and  no  longer  productive  except  to  raise  grass  (IF 
it  rain$».  but  what  else  will  it  raise  that  you  can  eat  and 
wc  AS  A state  and  nation  CAN  TRADE.  ThE  GOVERNMENT  HAS 
Already  killed  The  Sheep  industry  (meat,  wood  and  is  now 

AFTER  The  rest  OF  Th€  LIVESTOCK  INDUSTRY  (HEAT,  LEATHER. 
medical  REAGENTS). 

I AH  against  THE  ENTIRE  PROPOSAL , IT  IGNORES  CASE  LAW,  AND 
ENDANGERS  MY  ability  TO  SURVIVE  ECOnOHICAly,  AND  TAKES  AwAy 
AN»  Jurisdiction  from  the  inoividuai.,  city,  county  and  state 
AND  lays  it  in  the  hands  OF  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT ...  I DO  NOT 
NEED  OR  WANT  ANyhORE  hCLP  FROM  ThE  SOvERNHEnT. 


Further,  the  resourse  management  plan  does  not  provide 
alternatives  for  The  wise  use  of  resources  on  public 
lands,  it  calls  for  more  REGULATIONS  AnO  RESTRICTIONS  AND 
CAi.lS  for  MORF  FFDERAL  EmPlOyFFS,  when  it  Should  be  reducing 
both  RCGuuATIOnS  and  employees. 


147-1  Refer  to  responses  29-17  and  97-1. 


147-2  Comment  noted. 


147-3  Refer  to  responses  39-1  and  39-2. 
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ANAlyTEO  in  detail,  private  PPCPERTr  RIGHTS  KEPT  IN  tact,  AuC 
The  citizen,  TAiPAvER  RIGHTS  KEPT  IN  HIND  AS  WELL  AS  ThE  WISE 
USE  OF  land,  not  The  WASTE  OF  PUBLIC  RESOURCES. 

The  PRAIRIE  ChICkEn  AnO  lICARD  HABITAT  AREAS  ShOulD  NOT 
RESTRICT  OIL  AND  GAS  PRODUCTION,  RAISING  OF  LIVESTOCK  AND 
RANCHING  AND  farming  OPERAT IONS . . . TO  LET  ThE  LITAROS  AND 
PRAIRIE  Chickens  become  a FOCUS  OF  the  government  ANO  Put 
Them  dominant  over  people  and  their  ability  to  produce  and 
contribute  IS  rather  absurd.  perhaps  wE  can  All  look  forward 
to  PRAIRE  chickens  ANO  LIZARDS  AS  A MAIN  STAY  IN  OUR  DIET, 

But  I DON  T really  ThINk  so  and  neither  do  yOu.  LIVESTOCK 
grazing,  petroleum  production,  and  other  USES  OF  Public  land 
MUST  BE  studied,  evaluated.  AnD  EVIDENCE  GATHERED  WITm 
scientific  proof  and  common  SENSE  DICTATING  WISE  oSE  AND 
Sustained  yield  of  our  resources,  which  in  turn  involves  the 
impact  on  The  individual,  community,  towns,  cities,  ANO 
COUNTIES  and  the  existing  TAX  BASES,  AND  INFRASTRUCTURES. 

RMP/EIS  IS  NOT  defined.  IS  ECOnOMICALY  DETRIMENTAL,  AND 
circumvents  COnGPESS,  whICm  mas  AlREAOv  SET  ASIDE  acERAGE  ON 
A national  BASIS  TO  PRESERVE  UNIQUE  RESOURCES.  TmE  PmP/EIS 
IS  FCCjSED  on  non-use  and  PRESERVATION,  WHICH  IS  WASTEFUL  AND 
FaPENSIi'E  TO  ADMINISTER.  AND  PROvIDES  NO  Al  TEPNAT  I vFS . 

Please  consider  these  com^^ents  and  revise  the  rmp/eis. 


ROBERT  M.  MAHONE,  JR.  r 


147-4  With  regard  to  the  sand  dune  lizard,  refer  to 
responses  24-4,  27-4,  54-2,  84-5,  108-6  and  131-5. 
Wth  regard  to  the  prairie  chicken,  refer  to  responses 
24-6,  39-5,  54-2,  99-3  and  120-6. 


147-5  Refer  to  responses  39-3,  39-8,  39-2  and  39-1. 
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E^ON  COMPANY.  U S A 

•OIT  0#»CI  lOi  2'*0-  *<UStOH  »Cjl»S  "^2  21*0 

March  21.  1995 


Mr  David  Sioot 
RMP/EiS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rojweii  DtsthcJ  Office 
1717  Weil  2nd  Street 
Roswell.  NM  &8201 

Dear  Mr  Stout 

Exxon  Company.  USA  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  offer  comments  on  the  Draft  Resource 
Management  PlarVEnvironmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP/ElS)  for  the  Roswell  ar>d  Carlsbad 
Resource  Areas  As  you  kr>ow.  E;o(on  is  an  activt  producer  m Eddy  County  at  our  Avalon  Unit 
rwrtheast  of  Cartsbad 

8LM  should  be  commended  for  undertaking  the  arduous  task  of  developing  a resource 
mar\agemem  plan  wh»ch  delineates  opportunities  for  future  oti  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  and  other  multiple  use  activities  Exxon  believes  it  it  important  for  6LM  to  address 
issues  of  concern  to  ir>dustry  and  to  explore  opporiunities  which  meet  the  dual  goals  of  resource 
produCion  and  anvironmental  protection  Because  the  ORMP/EIS  wtf  be  m effect  for  twenty 
years.  Exxon  believes  if  is  cruaal  for  BLM  to  carefully  consider  the  benefits  ar>d  impaas  of 
proposed  changes  to  the  oil  and  gas  ir>dustry  and  other  public  lands  users  Exxon's  comments 
on  the  DRMP/EiS  are  presented  below  They  are  based  or.  our  expenenca  at  the  Avalon  Unit 
and  our  working  relationship  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  m New  Mexico  and 
other  states 

Split  Estate  issues 

The  ORMP/ElS  stales  that  BLM  >s  responsible  for  13  8 million  aaes  of  federal  mineral  estate  m 
the  Roswell  Dtstncl  Of  this,  10  1 million  aaes  of  the  surface  estate  (or  73%  of  the  Roswell 
Distr>ct)  are  owned  by  non-federai  entibes.  predommanUy  the  State  of  New  Mexico  or 
ndividuals  Due  to  the  potential  for  confusion  over  junsdicuonal  issues  Exxon  believes  BLM 
should  cieahy  rdentify  roles  in  the  final  plan  for  landowners,  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  lessees 
and  the  BLM  similar  to  Section  VII.  "Pnvateiy  Owned  Surface'  of  Or, shore  Oil  ar|d  Gas  Order 
In  addition.  BLM  should  provide  jusbfication  for  exlending  federal  authority  ^ the  following 
proposals  presented  in  the  ORMP/ElS 

• Requirements  to  conduct  archeological  surveys  in  areas  which  have  already  undergone 
agncuitural  or  other  disturbances 

• Requirements  to  dose  and  reclaim  roads  which  are  no  longer  necessary  for  oil  field  use. 
especially  those  which  the  State  or  landowners  want  to  retail  for  their  use 


Mr  Devtt  Sieul 


March  21.  1995 
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• WitMrvwel  of  lends  from  leasing  end  the  mposition  of  No>Surfece<Occupancy  (NSO) 
stiputabont  on  acreage  whose  surtece  mey  be  under  state  or  pnvate  ownership 

• Imposfboo  of  leasing  stipulations  or  conditions  of  approval  which  may  cause  some  projects 
to  become  Uneconomic 

Because  so  much  of  the  surface  ownership  in  the  Rosviell  district  ts  non-federal,  Exxon  believes 
a IS  appropnete  for  BLM  to  recogntae  State  regulatory  sgenoes  and  the  roles  to  be  played  by 
9iem  for  perrrutlir^g  er^  menagir>g  the  o<  and  gas  program  Key  among  these  are  the  New 
Mexico  Oi  Conservation  Otvision  arid  the  State  Histone  Preservation  Officer 

Controfled  Surface  Use  end  Timmo  Restrictions 

Exxon  ts  coTKemed  about  the  BLVs  proposal  to  mpose  controfled  surface  use  or  timing 
restrictioru  on  over  13  21  million  aaes  (or  95%)  of  the  mineral  estate  This  proposal  represents 
an  /ncreeie  of  over  9CC%  from  the  current  1 26  mtlJon  aaes  (or  9%)  subject  to  controlled 
Surface  use  or  bfTur>g  tbpulabons  Exxon  believes  rt  e imponant  for  BLM  to  dahfy  that  more 
restrictive  stputabons  are  r>ot  retroacbve  and  that  the  only  opportunity  to  change  stipuiabons  is 
when  current  leases  expire  end  are  renewed 

instead  of  imposing  more  rtslhcbve  stipulations  which  have  the  effect  of  discouraging  industry 
invettment  Exxon  believes  BLM  should  cerefufty  consider  the  standard  sbpulabon  from  Section 
6 of  the  federal  lease  form  We  believe  the  Section  8 language  is  more  than  suffioent  to  protect 
environmental  ar>d  other  pubTic  issues  idenbfied  in  the  DRMP/ElS  Section  6 reads 

*Sec  6 Conduct  of  operations-Lcssees  shall  cor>duct  operabons  m a manner 
that  minimi2es  adverse  impacts  to  the  land.  air.  and  water,  to  cultural,  biological, 
visual.  ar>d  other  resources,  and  to  other  land  uses  or  users  Lessees  shall  take 
reasonable  measures  deemed  necessary  by  lessor  to  accompfish  the  intent  of 
this  section  To  the  extent  consistent  with  lease  r>ghi$  granted,  such  measures 
may  ir^ude.  but  are  r>ot  limited  to  modificabons  to  sibng  or  design  of  faaiibes 
bming  of  operabons.  and  speoficabon  of  mtenm  arid  ^lr^ai  redamauon  measures 
Lessor  reserves  the  nght  to  conbnue  exisbng  uses  and  to  authonze  future  uses 
upon  or  in  the  leased  lands.  »r>cJuding  the  approval  of  easements  or  nghts-of- 
ways  Such  uses  shall  be  conditioned  to  as  to  prevent  unnecessary  or 
urveasor^ble  mtefferer>ca  with  nghts  of  lessee 

*Phor  to  disturbir>g  the  surface  of  the  leased  lands  lessee  shall  contact  lessor  to 
be  apprised  of  procedures  to  be  followed  and  rr>odificabont  or  reciamabon 
measures  that  may  be  necessary  Areas  to  be  disturbed  may  require  inventories 
or  speoai  studies  to  determine  the  extent  of  impacts  to  other  resources  Lessee 
may  be  required  to  complete  minor  mveniones  or  short  term  special  stud*es  ynder 
guidelines  provided  by  lessor  ff  m the  conduct  of  operabons.  threatened  or 
eryJangered  species,  objects  of  histone  or  scenbfic  interest,  or  substanbai 
unanbopated  environmental  effects  are  observed,  lessee  shad  immediately 
contact  lessor  Lessee  shall  cease  any  operabons  that  would  result  in  the 
destruction  of  such  species  or  objects  * 

Exion  bcReves  every  issue  tdeniried  by  BLM  of  cor>cAm  m ihe^oswell  District  is  covered  by 
Section  8 of  the  federal  lease  form  This  language  m conjunction  with  the  site-speafic 
envirorvnental  review  process  and  the  experience  of  the  minerals  staff  m the  Distnet.  provides 


148-1  With  regard  to  the  comment  on  jurisdiction,  the 
topic  is  discussed  in  the  introduction  to  Appendix  3. 
We  have  modified  the  text  to  include  a reference  to 
Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  No.  1 . With  regard  to  the 
comment  on  archeological  surveys,  refer  to  response 
148-6.  The  authority  for  the  BLM  to  require  closure 
and  reclamation  of  unneeded  roads,  to  close  areas  to 
leasing,  and  to  apply  leasing  stipulations  or  conditions 
of  approval  is  inherent  in  FLPMA,  NEPA,  and  other 
federal  laws  regarding  the  management  of  the 
resources  of  the  public  lands  and  the  prevention  of 
impacts  to  soil,  vegetation  and  water. 


148-2  The  discussions  of  fluid  minerals  management 
at  the  beginning  of  each  alternative  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS  clearly  state  that  stipulations  would 
be  applied  to  new  leases;  we  do  no  propose  applying 
stipulations  retroactively  to  leases  already  issued.  The 
proposed  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements 
(Appendix  3)  are  consistent  with  Section  6 of  the 
Lease  Terms  and  are  based  in  large  part  on  the 
regulations  in  43  CFR  3101.1-2.  Because  they  are 
based  on  regulations  in  effect  since  1988,  most  of  the 
Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements  are  a 
continuation  of  present  management.  We  chose  to 
disclose  our  proposed  management  in  the  Draft  and 
provide  an  opportunity  for  public  review  instead  of 
simply  applying  the  measures  later  as  mitigations 
developed  in  environmental  assessments  as  part  of 
our  management  under  Section  6.  With  regard  to  the 
apparent  increase  in  acreages  affected  by  controlled 
surface  use  or  timing  requirements,  refer  to  responses 
112-6,  112-44.4,  112-56,  116-3  and  133-1. 
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Mr.  DwfWaiM  ^ MwEUn.ltM 


<nort  »vin  Maquatt  coniidafattoo  and  prtHadion  for  raiourcat  In  vlaw  of  l»  mpodarKa  of  ofl 
and  gai  productioo  to  too  local  and  rvatiooal  acorwmiai.  Ex«on  arrcouragat  BUM  to  tacooiidaf 
tt>a  uM  of  (nora  rattnctva  ftipulalions  In  favor  of  lha  itandard  lOpulaliwi  bacauM  R providai 
llaxiWity  for  0LM  to  balanca  raaourca  prolacbon  and  productton  al  a tocaf  or  protaO-apaafic 
laval 

200  Malar/BO  Day  RiM 

Tba  DRMPfEtS  makaa  numaroua  rafarancaa  to  movtofl  drii  Maa.  rawtoang  fening  of  oparaltorta 
and  Impoaing  odw  condtoona  of  approval  (COAa)  to  prolael  cavaa  and  karats,  praina  cNcktns. 
raptors,  durta  sagabrush' bards,  big-gama  and  upl^  g»na  babilals  Exxon  la  concamad 
abord  (tacrapanciaa  in  »>a  distancaa  projacto  ara  to  ba  movad.  ima  pariods  durtog  which 
oparatlortt  w«  ba  rastrictad,  and  lha  typaa  of  COAs  to  ba  knpoaad  In  addtoorv  Exxon  la 
corKamad  about  lha  potandal  for  ratroacdva  appOcabon  of  toasa  naw  raquiainanls  to  eurranl 
oparabona  Bta  Avalon.  Exxon  baliavas  K la  daar  from  languaga  at  43  Coda  of  Fadaral 
Ragufabons  3101  1-2.  *Surfaca  Usa  RighU'  and  Inatrucbon  Marrxxandun  K47.  ’Application  of 
Naw  Mibgabon  Maasuras  to  Exisbng  04  and  Gas  Laasas’  that  BUM  carnwl  xnposa  COAs  which 
would  violala  laasa  rlghu  Both  rafarancas  indicala  BUM  can  mova  locations  up  fo  200  matara 
and  dalay  oparabons  up  to  tO  da/a  without  vioUbng  laasa  ilghls.  Exxon  babavas  Ota 
DRMPfEIS  should  ba  ravisad  to  comport  with  Instruction  Matrxtrandum  BT-67  which  raads  (in 
pan) 


’Background:  Stipulations  sarva  to  nxxfify  (ta  rights  grantad  by  lia  standard 
laasa  form.  Tha  laasa  sbpulabons.  along  with  Ota  standard  tsrms  of  a laasa. 
dafirta  Ota  imits  of  Ota  lassaa's  rights  and  Ota  Govammanfs  rasarvad  authorty 
Within  Otis  rasarvad  authority,  lha  BLM  may  /mpoaa  tddWontl  mWgttion 
moMtum  fo  onturo  lhaf  proposad  optnOons  mlnimln  advarsa  ImpscU  fo 
othor  rasoureaa,  usaa  and  uaara.  Howavar,  tfiasa  addft/onaf  mttturoM  mutt 
bt  eoositttnt  witti  dta  gnnttd  faasa  rfgfits.  TTia  BIM  policy  tnO  rtguliUotit 
providt  that  rtfocttloot  of  propostd  opcrttlont  up  fo  dta  200  motors,  or 
timing  llmltodont  up  fo  60  doys  tro  consistont  with  lha  grontod  lotto  rights. 
This  is  Ota  200  malar/  80  day  rula 

TMoraovar.  wa  canrtol  losa  sight  of  Ota  fact  Otat  Oiasa  laasas.  rcgwtfass  of  Ota 
data  of  issua  or  lha  anvirorvnantal  analysis  dona  bafora  issuartca.  raprasani 
contracts  batwaan  Ota  lassaa  and  Ota  UnHad  Statas  Tha  laasa  contract  convays 
cartain  rights  which  must  ba  honorad  Uvough  Rs  farm,  ragardlass  of  Ota  aga  of 
Ota  laasa.  a chaitga  in  managameni  or  corvfibons.  or  Ota  availabMRy  of  rtaw  data 
or  information.  Tha  corttract  was  validly  antarad  into  basad  upon  tha 
anvirortritantal  standards  and  Ota  informabon  currant  al  Ota  bma  lha  laasa  issuad 

*Firta0y,  sHhough  Otara  may  ba  haightanad  cortcam  about  Ota  naad  to 
ovarsbpulata  durirtg  Ota  planning  and  laasirtg  procass  to  avoid  Otis  potanbal 
conflict,  tha  naad  for  lha  tppllcttlon  of  any  ttlpulotiont  or  COAis  mutt  bo 
fully  Juttlflod  tnd  It  mutt  bo  cfaarfy  tnd  convincingly  documtnttd.  H It  not 
tha  BLM‘1  policy  to  uOlItt  unjustlflod  ttipuittloni  or  COAb  to  avofd 
potontltl  conflict  with  tho  iOO  motor/M  dty  rulo.  ’ (Emphasis  addad) 
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Mr  David  «oul  -4-  Mardt21.1M6 


Caricha  RamovH  From  Roads 

Orta  naw  raguiramant  of  particular  cortcam  is  Ota  proposal  to  raguira  oparators  to  lamova 
cartcha  from  o4  Raid  roads  artd  pads  prior  to  Artal  rahabilitabon.  Exxon  babavas  Oia  cost  of  Ota 
raguiramani  far  sxcaads  Ota  visual  banafll  affordad  by  Otis  maasura  aspaoaly  in  araas  tthich 
ara  ctassiRad  as  havtrtg  ’roadad  naturar  attributas  Instaad  of  adopting  Otis  raguiramant.  wa 
artcouraga  BUM  to  work  wiOt  oparators  to  placa  naw  roads  artd  driR  sRas  in  lass  obtrusiva  araas 
artd  to  raduca  caBcha  usa  to  spadRc  problams  such  as  walar  crossings,  stopas  and  high  OafRe 
araas  From  our  parspacbva,  road  construction  artd  caBcha  usa  raprasani  nacassary  artd  dua 
dagradation  of  Ota  typa  dscussad  in  Insbucbon  Mamorandum  9247:  ’...Ota  RMP/EIS  or  sRa- 
spadflc  anvirortmantal  documant  may  idantify  rrtibgation  which  wotid  rasuR  in  axcassiva 
axpandituras  of  monay  or  unusual  tachnotogical  ragulramants  to  achiava  complanoa. 
OOtarwIsa.  Otara  would  ba  soma  dagraa  of  dagradabon  of  public  lartds  or  rasourcas.  0 Ota 
mibgabon  would  randar  Ota  proposad  oparabon  unaconontic  or  lachitologicaRy  irtfaasibla  to  Otat 
a prudani  oparalor  would  rtot  procead.  such  dagradation  may  also  ba  eonsidarad  nacassary  for 
Ota  managsmant  of  Ota  o4  and  gas  resourca  ’ In  Otis  instanca.  calicha  usa  is  jusbfiad  bacausa  R 
raducas  urtdasirabta  impacts  to  shallow  toils  artd  pravants  arotion. 

Off-Hiohwav  Vahida  Rasthcbont 

Exxon  is  concamad  about  Ota  BUM'S  proposal  to  raslrid  off-highway  vahida  usa  to  existing 
roads  artd  IrsBt  bacausa  Ota  DRMP/EIS  is  urtdaar  whaOtar  gaophysical  oparabons  ara  irtdudad 
in  ’off-highway  vahida  usa*.  Sinca  most  gaophysical  work  Is  dorta  cross-courtiry,  Exxon 
baBavat  BUM  should  ditbrtguish  batwaan  gaophysical  artd  rscraabortal  off-highway  vahidat  and 
Otair  usa  R It  also  our  viaw  Otat  geophysical  oparabons  should  ba  axampt  from  ’axisting  road 
and  traiT  rasthcbont  bacausa  Otay  ara  tubjad  to  BUM  notificabon,  rrtibgation  artd  inspacbon 
raguiramants  Wa  firmly  baBava  gaophysical  data  can  ba  acgulrad  with  minimal  imprlntt  on  Ota 
land  dua  to  Ota  availabB'rty  of  a number  of  data-acquitibon  maOtods  artd  gaophysical  conoactort 
who  are  axpariencad  with  BUM  raguiramants 
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Cultural  Resource  fManaoamant 

Tha  DRMP/EIS  iidicalet  over  9,300  cullural  resource  invantortas  across  210.000  acrat  hava 
bean  cxxtducted  it  Ota  Carlsbad  resourca  area  Exxon  believes  BUM  and  Ota  Naw  Mexico  State 
Historic  Preservation  OfVar  should  usa  Obt  database  to  reduce  Ota  number  of  cuRural  resourca 
surveys  to  ba  raguirad  it  Ota  future  For  example,  naw  projects  located  it  areas  which  already 
have  a high  density  of  surveys  should  not  ba  raguirad  to  undergo  archeological  surveys  unlass 
Otay  are  jusbRed  on  Ota  basis  of  exisbng  information.  Similarly,  areas  which  hava  urtdargona 
previous  archeological  surveys  with  no  finds,  or  araas  which  hava  axtansiva  surface  disturbance 
such  as  culbvatad  Raids  should  ba  axampt  from  cultural  survey  raguiramants  bacausa  Ota 
bkefihood  of  a significant  undisturbed  Rrtd  is  remote. 

Our  comments  it  Otis  section  ara  not  itiendad  to  modify  BUM'S  reguiemants  to  suspend 
construction  or  Irartching  operations  if  cultural  or  paleontological  rasourcas  are  discovered  R 
such  a discovery  is  made,  operations  in  tha  immadiata  area  of  the  discovery  shall  ba  suspended 
until  written  autrtoruabon  to  proceed  is  issuad  by  Ota  authoruad  ofRcar 


148-3  With  regard  to  retroactive  application  of  leasing 
stipulations,  refer  to  response  148-2.  We  presume 
that  your  reference  to  "...discrepancies  in  the  distances 
projects  are  to  be  moved..."  is  based  on  differences 
among  the  alternatives.  We  analyzed  the  effects  of 
difference  distances  and  difference  timing  situations 
pursuant  to  NEPA.  Our  Preferred  Alternative  is  largely 
in  keeping  with  the  200  meter/60  day  rule.  The 
regulations  at  43  CFR  3101.1-2  and  the  memorandum 
you  refer  to  both  discuss  the  200  meter/60  day  rule  in 
the  context  of  a minimum  measure  that  is  consistent 
with  lease  rights.  Other  reasonable  measures 
(mitigations)  may  be  developed  and  Justified  during  the 
NEPA  process  and  be  applied  as  conditions  of 
approval  as  long  as  they  remain  consistent  with  lease 
rights  and  are  in  conformance  with  FLPMA. 


148-4  You  seem  to  have  misread  the  discussion  of 
caliche  removal.  In  the  Draft  RMP/RMP/VEIS  under 
the  Preferred  Alternative  (and  other  alternatives),  the 
text  says  "...removal  of  caliche... cou/d  (emphasis 
added)  be  required..."  The  intent  of  such  a 
requirement  would  be  to  enhance  reclamation  in  a 
sensitive  area.  It  was  included  in  the  discussion  as 
one  of  a number  of  possible  techniques  to  enhance 
reclamation.  Caliche  sometimes  inhibits  successful 
reclamation:  refer  to  response  128-78.  If  the  removal 
of  caliche  was  to  be  employed,  it  would  be  analyzed 
and  justified  on  a case-by-case  basis  in  an 
environmental  assessment.  We  also  have  provided 
for  the  re-use  of  caliche  in  certain  circumstances;  refer 
to  Condition  of  Approval  35  in  Appendix  4. 

148-5  Refer  to  response  27-2. 

148-6  It  is  likely  that  areas  in  the  Roswell  District 
eventually  will  be  exempted  from  cultural  inventory 
surveys.  The  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  has 
to  agree  to  exempt  areas  from  survey.  The  criteria  for 
exempting  survey  are  listed  on  page  2-16  in  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS.  Presently,  the  density  of  cultural  survey  is 
generally  too  low  to  exempt  large  acreages.  We  do, 
from  time  to  time,  exempt  small  acreages  based  on 
the  criteria  mentioned  above.  We  have  no  objection 
to  exempting  acreage,  but  exemption  must  be  based 
on  sound  data. 
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Cumulabv  Impact  Anaivs»t 

Th«  ORMP/EI^  in  Chapter*  3 ar>d  4,  Affected  Environment  and  Environmental  Consequences, 
presents  discussion  about  cumulative  impacts  stemming  from  oil  and  gas  development  n a way 
wtiich  IS  of  concern  to  Exxon  Tables  91  and  92,  for  example,  present  mformabon  about  prame 
chicken  habitats  disturoed  by  r>ghls-of-way  and  other  surface  disturbance  These  tables  imply 
that  habitat,  once  disturbed,  remains  disturbed  ar>d  is  of  no  benefit  to  the  pra.ne  chicken  or  other 
speoes  n perpetuity  Exxon  believes  these  tables  and  similar  implications  m the  ORMP/EiS  are 
in  error  From  txp«oer>ce  at  Avalon  and  throughout  the  West,  we  know  that  habitat  near  and 
wilhm  producog  areas  as  well  as  on  reclaimed  dnll  sites  and  nghts*of-ways  are  beneficial  to 
wildlife  for  forage  and  habitat  In  many  instances  the  location  of  buned  pipelines  and  reclaimed 
roads  are  distinguishable  only  by  the  presence  of  improved  vegetative  cover  along  the  nght-of- 
way.  BLM  should  revise  the  Final  RMP^iS  to  show  that  once  a wen  is  plugged  and  the  dnfl  site 
or  a nght-of-way  is  reclaimed,  rt  has  no  adverse  effect  to  wildlife  or  the  environment 

Resource  Maos 

Exxon  believes  BLM  should  provide  better  resource  maps  which  clearly  identify  locations  and 
boundaries  for  concerns  such  as  caves  and  karsts,  wilderness  study  areas,  leks.  wildlife 
habitats,  visual  resource  classes,  areas  closed  to  leasing  or  leasing  only  with  NSO  and  other 
sbpulations.  Good  maps  are  indispensable  for  project  planning  purposes  and  help  reduce 
potential  effects  to  other  resource  values  and  uses  A scale  similar  to  the  DRMP/EIS  fofdout 
map  win  be  most  helpful. 

Lease  Terms 

Discussion  under  *Oil  and  Gas  Leasing*  of  Appendix  IS  on  page  AP  15-3  indicates  competitive 
lease  terms  ajn  for  5 years  The  term  for  competitive  leases  changed  from  S years  to  10  years 
with  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  (PL  102-486).  and  is  effective  for  leases  sold  after 
enactment  of  the  Act  on  (October  24.  1992 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  your  consideration  of  our  comments  Please  feel 
free  to  contact  Mr  Fernando  Biackgoal  of  my  staff  at  713-656-0205  if  you  have  any  questions 
or  if  we  can  provide  additional  information 

Sincerely. 


CGL/)h| 

c.  0 V De  Graaff.  New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Assoaation 
W J LeMay.  New  Mexico  Oil  Conservation  Division 
M R Taylor.  New  Mexico  Office  of  Cultural  Affairs 


148-7  Tables  91  and  92  show  only  the  total  amounts 
of  acreage  disturbed  by  certain  activities;  implications 
regarding  reclamation  should  not  be  drawn  from  those 
tables.  We  agree  that  the  successful  reclamation  of  a 
well  pad  or  pipeline  has  little  residual  adverse  effect  on 
wildlife.  The  success  of  reclamation  efforts  on 
abandoned  well  pads  and  pipeline  ROWs,  however, 
varies  from  one  area  to  another,  and  usually  depends 
on  rainfall.  In  some  cases,  reclamation  is  attributed  to 
natural,  incidental  revegetation.  The  cumulative 
impact  of  unreclaimed  sites,  especially  roads,  is 
another  issue.  The  result  is  the  loss  of  habitat,  which 
produces  adverse  effects  to  wildlife  habitat  and 
populations.  When  a wildlife  population,  such  as 
lesser  prairie  chickens,  is  dependent  on  specific 
habitat  components  (e.g.,  sand/shinnery  oak/little 
bluestem)  and  oil  and  gas  activities  are  also  very 
concentrated  in  this  habitat  type,  cumulative  adverse 
effects  often  are  inevitable.  While  drilling  sites  and 
some  rights-of-way  may  be  reclaimed,  roads  are 
seldom  reclaimed.  In  some  cases,  roads  that  have 
had  reclamation  still  receive  use,  and  really  never  are 
reclaimed. 

148-8  Refer  to  response  112-3. 

148-9  Refer  to  response  112-98. 
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■ \ Permian  Basin  Petroleum  Association 


SL'BSTA.NTTVT  CO.MMENTS  TO  THE  ROSHTXL  RESOURCE  AREA  DRAFT 
RESOmCE  .MANAGEMEST  PUA.N/ENV1RONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATE.ME>T  and 
XHE  CARLSBAD  RESOURCE  AREA  DRAFT  RESOURCE  MA.NACEME.NT  PLAN 
A.ME.VTJME.NT/EN'VIRON'MENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

BY 

PERMIAN  BASIN  PETROLEUM  ASSOCUTTON 

The  Permian  Easn  Petroleum  Amociadon  (PBPA)  previoualy  submitted  to  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management.  Roswell  District  Office,  its  initial  comments  to  the  Roswell  Resouroe  Area 
DraA  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmenol  Impact  Statement  and  the  Carlsbad  Resource 
Area  Ora/I  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendmenl/Environmcnlal  Impact  Slaiemeni  (the 
■RMP’).  As  noted  in  the  initial  comments,  PBPA  desired  to  submit  substantive  comments  that 
supplement  the  prior  bnef  comment.  Pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  the  District  Manager,  Ms. 
Leslie  Cone,  and  the  Co^chair  of  the  NMOGA  IPANM  RMP  Subcomtruttee,  Mr.  Greg  Niben,  on 
February  21,  1995,  BUM  agreed  to  allow  supplemental  comments  to  be  filed  on  or  before  March 
15,  1995.  The  comments  that  follow  are  the  supplemental  substantive  comments  to  which  we 
previously  referred.  In  addition,  PBPA  suRsons  the  comments  of  the  New  Mexico  Oil  & Gas 
Association  and  the  Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  New  Mexico,  including  the  Resource 
Usen  Coalition  Alternative  F.  which  is  incorporated  by  reference 
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ROSWELL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
CHAPTER  1 • PURPOSE  AND  NEED 
SUBSTANTIVE  COMMENTS 


INTRODUCTION 

The  method!  used  in  writing  i Roswell  Resource  Area  RMP  and  updating  only  Oil  and  Gas  in  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area  RMP  will  result  in  a continued  misundemanduy  of  the  application  of 
existing  Carisbal^RMP  for  tnatten  other  than  Oil  and  Gas.  It  win  be  assumed  that  lU  other 
subjects  cxxitained  in  the  RRA  RMP  also  apply  to  the  CRA  RMP. 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

I Page  1-2,  first  paragraph,  first  sentence  - should  read,  ‘The  purpose  for  developing  the  Roswell 
RMP  u to  provide  a comprehensive  framework  for  rnenaging  and  tUoearuig  developinf  use  of  all 
public  lands  artd  resources..,* *. 


DESCROTION  OF  PLANNING  AREA 

Page  1-4,  second  paragraph  - First  sentence  need  to  delete  ‘and  its  floodplain'  since  floodplain  is 
not  properly  defined.  Also,  need  to  delete  last  sentence  sirsce  there  are  no  streams  from  the  east 
into  the  Pecos  River. 

I Page  1-7,  first  paragraph,  right  column,  third  seniersce  - delete  this  sentence  since  the  involvement 
of  the  public  was  not  utilized  in  preparing  the  RMP. 

Page  1-7,  second  paragraph  - Although  the  law  does  re«)uirt  the  protectiao  of  endangered  species, 
the  extent  of  that  protection  is  determined  by  the  District  managemeriL  Roswell  District  has 
imposed  greater  restrictions  than  are  required  thus  impeding  multiple  use  of  lands. 


PLANNING  ISSUES  AND  CRITERU 
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Issue  1:  Oil  and  Gas 

Page  1-8,  right  column,  first  sentertce  - Suggest  sentence  read,  ‘The  Stale  of  New  Mexico,  the 
federal  government,  counties,  local  government,  and  citizens  groups...' 

Issue  3:  Access 

Page  1-9,  - Delete  first  two  paragraphs  in  their  entirety.  Oil  and  gas  industry  has  repeatedly 
requested  the  right  to  restrict  access  to  the  public  but  been  denied  by  the  BLM.  The  oil  and  gas 
industry  should  not  again  be  targeted  as  the  culprit  in  a perceived  problem  area. 

•2- 


149-1  Refer  to  response  128-1. 

149-2  Refer  to  response  112-9. 
149-3  Refer  to  response  128-2.1. 

149-4  Refer  to  response  112-10. 


Issue  4:  Special  Management  Areas 

Need  to  delete  the  word  'values'  from  this  seeboo.  This  is  not  a defined  term  is  not  based  on 
science. 

Delete  'each  ACEC  or  other'  from  second  bullet,  since  it  is  not  recommended  to  have  ACECs  in 
the  RMP. 


MANAGEMENT  OPPORTUNITIES 
Management  Opportunity  1;  Recreation 

The  second  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  in  this  section  should  be  deleted  in  its  enbrety. 
Evidence  has  not  shown  that  the  resource  area  contains  sgnificant  historic  and  prehistoric  sics.  In 
the  neat  paragraph,  we  suggest  that  you  strike  the  following  language,  'and  are  therefore  in  the 
high^  demand.*  Though  water  based  rccreabonal  acbvibes  may  be  in  highest  demartd,  it  is 
unrealisbc  to  assume  that  they  will  be  provided  in  Southeastern  New  Mcaico.  The  dimale  is  not 
conducive  to  the  dcvtlopmenl  of  this  type  of  ttcreaboo. 


Management  Opporbrnity  2l  Wildlife  Habilal  Management 

We  suggest  that  the  third  and  last  lenieocc  of  the  first  paragraph  be  changed  so  read; 

*Land  use  acbvibes  for  other  resources  can  affect  the  quality  of  the  available  habitat  in  the 
same  area' 

It  is  unnecessary  to  target  livestock  grazing  and  oil  and  gas  development  as  affeebng  the  available 
habitat.  The  sutement  has  already  been  that  essenbally  any  use  of  the  land  affects  habitat. 

On  Page  1-10,  we  suggest  the  last  sentence  in  the  last  full  paragraph  beginning;  This  situation 
may  affect...' be  deleted  in  its  entirety.  *' 

We  quesbon  whether  or  not  the  objecbve  of  this  plan  should  be  lo  expand  wildlife  habitat 
maintenance  improvemenb  It  appean  that  this  shoult^  be  more  the  responsibility  for  the  state  fish 
and  wildlife  divisions. 

The  last  item  in  this  seebon,  the  words  'proposed'  and  'candidate*  with  respect  lo  endangered 
species  should  be  deleted.  Although  the  BLM  lends  to  try  to  manage  proposed  and  candidate 
^lecies  as  if  Ihcy  were  already  listed  species,  this  creates  increasing  conflict  with  land  users  and  is 
not  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  endangered  species  acL 
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ROSWELL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
CHAPTER  i ■ ALTERNATIVES 
SUBSTANTIVE  COMMENTS 


Under  ihe  currtni  executive  bnneh  mandate  to  redi>ce  |ovcntmcnl,  make  |ovemmeot  more 
responsive  to  the  people,  make  jovcrrimcni  more  cost  effective  and  efficient  and  become  leas 
bureaucrabc,  the  presentation  of  aJtcmiDves  should  have  been  balanced  on  both  sides  of  the  current 
operatiooi.  The  aJienutivcs  should  addreas  the  full  anay  of  optiooi  from  reduced  imervention 
through  current  practices  and  on  to  increased  restriction.  It  is  undemood  that  the  laws  and 
mandates  place  requiremcnis  on  the  BLM;  however,  the  inierpretatioo  and  appUcatioo  of  the 
retjuirtmenii  is  often  at  the  discretion  of  the  District.  As  such,  the  alternatives  can  still  be  less 
restrictive  and  address  all  the  laws  and  mandates  to  the  BLM.  In  addition,  it  is  not  accepted  that 
Alternative  A represents  current  operations.  It  is  more  restrictive  and  bme  consuming  to  the 
prod;^.  The  BLM  is  encouraged  to  consider  the  Alicmabvc  F which  has  been  prepared  by  a 
coalibon  of  land  users  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico.  This  aliemabve  proposes  a more  balanced 
plan  of  operation  that  the  preferred  Aliemabve  £. 


MINERALS  MANAGEMENT 
Fluid  Minerals  Management 
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ROSWELL  DISTRICT 

It  ii  su^csted  that  the  fini  paragraph  be  revised  to  read:  *The  BLM  would  continue  to  require  oil 
and  gas  lessees  to  conduct  operations  in  a rrasonahle  manner.  To  that  end,  the  BLM  would 
continue  to  apply  reasonable  measures.' 

Page  2-3,  fight  column,  third  paragraph  - This  paragraph  should  be  revised  to  read  'Cultural  files 
determined  lo  be  eligible  to  the  Nanonal  Register  of  Hisiorie  Places  would  be  protected  from 
damage  by  avoidance.  Sites  would  be  tested  to  determine  their  eligibility.' 

Page  2-3,  right  column,  fourth  paragraph  - Delete  yn  its  emirwy.  Provisions  can  be  made  lo 
protect  these  areas  with  berms,  etc. 

Delete  the  rest  of  this  section.  Buried  pipelines  are  more  expensive  and  result  in  a greater  potential 
for  environmental  damage.  There  has  been  no  evidence  of  greater  vandalism  of  surface  pipelines. 
Bullet  3 is  particularly  onerous,  in  that  it  requires  painting  of  surface  pipelines.  The  operations  of 
preparing  the  lines  for  paint  (sandblasting  and  priming),  painting,  etc.,  cauie  greater  environmental 
hazard  than  leaving  Ihe  line  without  paint.  The  vipofs  in  the  •««,  as  well  u,  the  paint  on  the 
ground  have  potential  for  environmental  harm. 


149-5  Refer  to  response  112-11. 


149-6  Refer  to  responses  112-14  and  128-8. 


1 49-7  Refer  to  response  1112-1 5. 
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CARLSBAD  DISTRICT 


Page  2-4,  first  paragraph  - Add  at  Ihe  end  of  the  first  sentence,  '...pursuant  to  the  Secretary's  1986 
Oder'.  Delete  Ihe  remainder  of  Ihe  paragraph  since  these  items  art  not  bxiwn  at  this  time  They 
would  have  been  studied  had  Ihe  BLM  not  withdrawn  its  share  of  funding  of  ■ study  that  was 
planned  for  1993. 


Second  paragraph  - again,  Ihe  imposing  of  lease  stipulations  violates  the  'contingent  rights  ' of  Ihe 
lease  holder  in  form  of  a lease  cxxitract.  Delete  the  references  lo  the  Allcali  Lakes  and  Hackberry 
Lake  OHV.  Delfle  last  sentence  as  per  above. 


10  I 
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The  discussion  of  Ihe  addition  of  the  360  acres  in  Dirk  Canyon  should  be  deleted  until  such  time  as 
it  is  approved. 

PagP’2-6,  left  column,  last  line  - Revise  to  reflect  400  220  meters  of: 


Page  2-6,  right  column,  second  full  paragraph  - delete  the  restnetion  of  'within  3 miles  of  field'. 
There  are  oil  and  gas  fields  located  on  same  surface  location  as  dty  water  supplies  all  over  West 
Texas  and  New  Mexico.  Also,  Ihe  operator  should  csmsull  in  addition  lo  the  BLM  with  the  aty  oc 
APDi  in  Ihe  fteld  area. 

Delete  the  remainder  of  paragraph  starting  with  'Prohibitions...'.  There  is  no  science  to  prove  Ihe 
necessity  for  these  restrictions. 


WILDLIFE  HABITAT  NLA.N  A CEMENT 


Big  GkfficAJpiaiKi  Cami  Habiai  Managcintni 

Delete  firsi  three  bullets,  since  there  is  not  need  to  replace  a fence  that  is  in  good  repair.  This  w-ill 
result  in  an  increased  cost  lo  Ihe  taxpayer  or  consumer  that  is  not  warranted. 

Fence  modifications  for  fences  around  and  oil  and  gas  facilities  (pits,  barrien,  etc.)  should  be 
given  addibonal  considerations  since  they  are  specifically  designated  to  keep  wddbfe  and  grazing 
animals  out  of  the  facility.  Additionally,  the  fences  ore  designed  for  pubbe  safe^  as  per  OSHA 
requirements  > 

All  of  the  language  under  WUdUfe  Habitat  Management  implies  'all'  and  no)  just  'new*  leases. 


149-8  Refer  to  response  128-10. 

149-9  Refer  to  response  112-16. 
149-10  Refer  to  response  112-17. 
149-11  Refer  to  response  128-13. 
149-12  Refer  to  response  112-18. 


149-13  Refer  to  response  128-19. 
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special  management  areas 

(AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN) 


Delete  this  section  since  it  U inappruptuie  lo  withdrew  lands  by  this  mearu  ntha  than  throu|h  the 
FLPMA  withdrawal  proceaaei. 


TVse  civnmcfui  conlain  no  discussion  of  Abtnurtve  A t/uxmfh  £,  ^BFA  suppons  tltt  lUiourct 
Vurs  OMttlion  prtpartd  AUtmanve  F oAicA  rtprtsem  t non  Mancnl  nubiplt  use  ptan. 


ROSWELL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
CHAPTER  3 - AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 
SI  BSTANTTVE  COMMENTS 
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INTRODUCTION 

On  pa^e  3-1,  This  docuincnt  is  to  be  (he  pUn  by  which  the  District  is  to  nm.  It  cannot  by  a 
summary  of  a larfcr  document  that  we  were  not  able  to  review  u a pan  of  this  review,  llui 
document  must  stand  on  its  o%vn. 

This  section  should  contain  a disclosure  that  five  of  the  nine  counbes  in  the  District  contain  very 
link  Federal  acreage. 
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OIL  AND  GAS  RESOURCES  (ROSWELL  DISTRICT) 

Pafe  3-1,  T)iis  section  needs  to  be  expanded  to  contain  much  more  informabon  conceminf  the 
influence  and  impact  of  oil  and  (as  operabons  on  the  people  of  the  cibes,  counbes  and  stale  as  a 
result  of  development  or  lack  thereof  in  the  oil  an^  (u  industry.  The  RESOURCE  USERS 
COALmON  comments  conlain  a lot  of  valuable  informabon  that  should  be  included. 

Pa(c  3-2,  we  su(jesi  dial  the  Iasi  sentence  be  chan(ed  to  indicate  dial  even  lhou(h  pioducbon  is 
declining  in  currendy  prodvicinf  fields,  new  produeben  is  being  discovered  in  existing  fields  and 
through  new  technologies  as  wen  as  exploratory  drilling. 

On  page  3-2,  the  BLM  alleges  that  each  active  weU  sle  has  an  estimated  five  acres  of  surface 
disturbance.  We  believe  that  this  number  is  grossly  over  csbmaied.  For  example  in^or 
development  in  Southeastern  New  Mexico  shows  that  the  average  surface  disturbance  per  well  site 
is  approximately  3/4  of  an  acre,  plus  a smaU  amount  for  roads.  The  informabon  in  this  section 
needs  to  reflect  the  true  impact  of  oil  and  gu  and  not  overesbmaie  the  land  use. 

-*• 


149-14  Refer  to  response  128-22. 


149-15  Refer  to  response  128-23. 


149-16  Refer  to  response  1 28-24. 

149-17  Refer  to  response  112-28. 
149-18  Refer  to  response  112-29. 
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CARLSBAD  RESOURCX  AREA 
SURFACE  WATER 

Page  3-25,  right  column,  first  paragraph  • T)ut  paragraph  needs  lo  be  deleted  or  rewrinen  with 
correct  number  ind  impacts.  There  arc  not  330  unlined  all  water  pits.  The  risk  of  water 
contaminabon  it  minimal.  This  RMP  should  be  based  on  hets,  not  speculaboa. 


The  Roswell  BLM  has  sufficient  management  areas  to  occupy  its  bme  and  personnel.  At  i result 
there  is  no  need  to  create  a new  areas  called  the  East  Guadalupe  Escarpment  Habitat  Management 
Area.  Delete  all  references  to  it  in  this  seebon.  T)ui  is  just  another  way  of  withdrawing  areas 
fropn  public  mulbple  use  by  means  other  than  those  that  are  prescribed  by  regulabons.  Retjuires 
more  people  and  costs  taxpayen  more  money  with  little  to  no  revenue. 


ROSWELL  RESOURCE  AREA 
CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


Page  3-46,  left  column,  fourth  paragraph  • the  oO  and  gas  industry  brings  much  more  than 
temporary  prosperity  lo  the  area.  The  industry  is  the  one  mainsuy  for  Southeastern  New  Mexico 
and  the  Stale.  This  paragraph  should  state  that  oil  and  gas  industry  conbnues  to  provide  the 
economic  impact  lo  the  area. 

Page  3-46,  the  alleged  alien  bte  should  not  be  reflected  as  i cultural  site. 

Page  3-46,  left  column,  Iasi  paragraph  - What  historic  period  are  the  4(X)  sites  relibng  to?  More 
realistically  this  should  read  that  a few  cultural  sites  have  been  registered  oo  the  Nabonal  Register 
of  Historic  places. 


149-19  Refer  to  responses  112-36  and  128-42. 


149-20  Refer  to  response  112-42. 
149-21  Refer  to  response  128-45. 
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WILDLIFE 

Page  3-62,  The  BLM  has  no  charge  lo  manage  wildlife.  Thai  is  the  charge  of  the  State  Game  and 
Fish  Department  Therefore,  in  the  third  paragraph  the  words  'for  which  the  BLM  manages 
habitat'  should  be  deleted. 


23 


Dunes  Sagebrush  Uxard 


Page  3-66,  This  seebon  needs  to  be  revised  to  reflect  that  studies  art  ongoing  an  no  conclusions 
have  been  drawn  at  this  bme.  For  instance,  the  opening  two  words,  'For  habitat,. .."  art  not 
appropriate  since  the  habitat  is  not  fully  known.  This  should  reflect  that,  'From  what  is  currently 

.7- 


149-22  Refer  to  response  128-49. 
149-23  Refer  to  response  128-50. 
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known,...*.  Stardni  with  the  fourth  sentence,  the  rest  of  the  penfnph  should  be  deleted  since  it 
is  not  bued  oe  fia  presented  in  the  NMG&FD  report  and  visits  lo  the  BLM  meednts  by  Mr. 
Painter  of  the  NMG&FD.  The  para(nph  should  state  that  studies  are  on|oin|  to  determine  the 
liiard  distributioa  and  define  habitat. 


24 


BATS 

The  last  two  sentences  of  this  section  should  be  deleted  since  they  are  a speculaboo  and  not  based 
OB  scienae. 


ROSWELL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
CHAPTER  4 - ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 
SUBSTANTIVE  COMMENTS 


GENERAL 

Chapter  4 is  overly  oefative  lo  aO  users  of  public  lands.  There  are  many  beneftcul  activities  that 
are  never  mentioned,  such  as  industry  involvement  in  habitat  improvement  and  public  involvement 
in  the  Sikes  Act  projects.  The  RMP  should  five  informatioo  on  the  tvtys  that  the  public  can 
become  involved  in  voluntary  prpjects. 

The  overall  test  of  Chapter  4 tends  to  emphasize  the  more  beneficial  or  adverse  impacts  on  the 
environment  with  less  emphasis  pul  on  the  benefits  or  adverse  affects  on  the  various  other  activibes 
that  might  be  involved.  More  actual  costs  versus  benefit  analysis  needs  to  be  done  in  this  chapter. 

The  coocentraboo  oo  bgnificant  impacts  appears  to  be  primarily  the  lifnificani  impacts  oo  the 
envirooment  and  to  a lesser  extent  the  impacts  of  increased  protection  of  the  enviroomental  oo  the 
industry.  The  estimates  of  the  effects  need  lo  be  based  on  some  supportable  criteria  instead  of  just 
speculaboo. 

Serious  concerns  about  the  assumptions  used  in  Appendix  IS. 


on.  AND  GAS 

Disagree  with  the  oalement  that  the  magnitude  of  impacts  would  not  change  over  current 
managemenL  Language  in  this  seebon  also  needs  to  reflect  a bens  balance,  industry  does 
implement  measures  lo  reduce  impacts  on  the  environment  primarily  through  the  construeboo 
sbpulabons  and  raidgibon  steps  required  by  the  BLM  but  funded  by  Indusby.  Also  the  negabve 
overtones  towards  industry  should  be  removed  and  the  language  more  balanced  lo  indicate  that  not 
all  impacts  are  abidule  negabves. 

-t- 


149-24  Refer  to  response  128-51. 
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Page  4-3,  Netting  and  cones  are  already  required  and  are  therefore  currently  ctusini  increased 
costs,  not  potential  costs.  Also,  this  RMP  is  not  the  props  method  lo  establish  and  expand 
regulabon  (reserve  pits  are  not  covered  by  nemng  requirements). 

The  average  con  in  the  document  for  archaeological  inventories  are  about  half  to  one-third  of  the 
real  cost  to  the  industry.  Numben  should  deAnilely  be  changed.  Ob  the  same  comment,  Indkaae 
that  the  cost  of  cultural  reaource  inventories  and  what  U required  could  possibly  result  io  raueb 
higher  costs  dependirtg  oo  interpretaboo  of  the  laws.  Reaource  Area  Archaeologists  are  not  given 
enough  labtude  lo  allow  drilling  or  construction  in  areas  that  are  designated  Gass  D or  HI  sties 
(where  the  site  haj  been  determined  lo  be  insigiuncaat). 

Burying  of  oil  and  gas  pipelines,  any  lines  (i.e,  flowUnes),  should  aot  be  an  ibsolule  requirement 
There  is  very  little  vandalism  of  oil  and  gas  lines  and  that  is  not  enough  jusbAcabon  to  require  the 
additional  costs  to  bury  i line.  Increased  construebon  costs  could  be  expected  lo  be  greater  than 
ISX  ttrp  b>  i0%)  in  many  cases  in  Soolheast  New  Mexico  due  lo  the  bedrock  that  must  be  blasted 
away.  In  addibon,  a leak  in  a buried  line  b harder  lo  And  resuibng  increased  environmental 
impact 

Discussion  on  the  potash  sbpubbon  should  be  tempered  lo  indicate  that  the  Secretary's  order  and 
current  pracbces  coobnue  lo  be  under  discussion  and  current  libpboo  that  could  impact  future 
management 

The  impbeaboo  that  the  280  approved  webs  io  the  potash  area  are  drilled  b a poor  one.  A large 
number  of  these  weOs  are  not  drilled  because  of  the  restricbons  placed  oe  them  that  make  them 
uneconomical.  Restricbons  such  as  directional  drilling  or  drilling  from  blinds  make  the  cost 
prohibibvt. 


149-25  Refer  to  response  112-42,1. 


149-26  Refer  to  response  112-43. 


149-27  Refer  to  response  112-44. 


149-28  Refer  to  response  128-58. 


IMPACTS  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

Changes  lo  water  disposal  handling  paltems  will  resuh  in  both  .short  and  kmg  term  costs  of  any 
procedures.  This  does  not  mean  that  industry  b not  willing  ic  consider  other  altemabves  in  the 
efforts  for  environmental  proteebon,  however,  they  must  be  cost  lenbbve  and  jusbAed  by 
documentation. 


29 


Re-vc(cUt>on  should  be  changed  to  rt  seeded.  There  must  be  i provision  for  reasonable  aoempu 
lo  restore  a site. 

The  BLM  assunses  that  re  vegetabon  procedures  as  proposed  would  produce  nvings  lo  (be 
operators.  We  should  ask  that  the  BLM  provide  us  with  some  basis  for  this  assumpbon.  Attempts 
at  rt'vegeution  or  reclamation  should  only  be  required  twice,  two  good  faith  attempu. 


30 


Painbng  - Painbng  should  be  required,  however,  the  re  painting  of  currenby  painted  equipment 
should  not  be  required  as  this  resulu  in  increased  operabng  costs.  Any  equipment  that  b moved 
from  another  location  that  b adequately  painted  should  be  allowed  as  b.  The  BLM  should  only  be 
allowed  10  require  a certain  painbng  scheme  when  a operator  b choosing  to  re  point  the  equipmoM 


149-29  Refer  to  response  112-78. 


149-30  Refer  to  response  128-60. 
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of  if  (he  equipment  plictd  on  site  U new  and  not  already  painted.  We  afree  that  paindni  doei 
protect  the  equipment  but  re-paintin|  actually  adds  to  environmental  concerns.  San^lastin{  and 
the  resuldnf  tesidue  must  be  disposed  of  and  the  costs  of  the  new  paint,  if  it  it  not  absolutely 
needed,  adds  unnecessarily  So  the  operator  expense. 


Prairie  chklons  - use  restrictions  should  not  be  expanded.  Evidence  of  increasin|  prairie  chickens 
population  and  the  prevalence  of  a healthy  hunting  season  atithin  the  state  do  not  substantiate  the 
BLM  recommendations. 


32 


34  I 

35  I 

36  I 

37  I 


NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY 

In  order  to  protect  the  lessee  from  stipulations  being  added  after  a lease  has  been  purchased,  then 
all  NEPA  analysis  that  would  establish  a no  surface  oaupancy  (NSO)  must  be  done  prior  to 
leaAtg.  NSO  cannot  be  attached  lo  a lease  after  leasing  as  this  constitutes  a violation  of  lease 
provisions,  i.e.,  what  is  commonly  called  a violation  of  the  'contingent  rights*  stipulation.  A lease 
it  a oontraa  and  u such  cannot  be  amersded  after  the  (act  without  both  parties  agreeing  lo  it. 
Without  this  provision  it  is  possible  that  the  government  could  be  put  into  a 'takings*  type  of 
dtuation.  The  BLM  can  not  be  allowed  to  wait  to  attach  NSO  or  other  stipulations  at  the  permit 
state  when  they  should  have  been  done  prior  to  leasing.  This  could  also  be  considered  entrapment 
The  Lessee  oouM  also  charge  or  chaDenge  that  the  lease  was  purchased  under  false  pretenses. 

A betser  map  actually  detailing  the  no  surface  occupancy  area  should  be  provided  to  the  industry 
prior  to  the  publication  of  the  final  draft.  With  only  a vague  outline  and  areas  marked  on  general 
maps,  it  is  very  difficult  to  determine  what  areas  would  be  impacted. 

A bolder  of  a lease  with  no  surface  oocupaiKy  should  not  be  required  to  pay  royalties  on  drairuge 
unless  he  is  also  the  lessee  of  the  adjacent  acreage.  Otherwise  the  lessee  of  the  NSO  would  have 
no  control  over  the  adjacent  lease. 

A better  explanatioo  needs  to  be  provided  of  the  NSO  where  the  sw^ce  is  not  BLM  land.  What 
agencies  are  handling  it  and  how  many  acres  are  involved?  the  BLM  should  not  be  allowed  to 
apply  NSO  to  any  acreage  other  than  federal  acreage  set  aside  by  federal  agencies. 

Total  elosute  to  NSO  as  indicated  in  the  text  reflects.only  the  diffetetKC  from  what  is  considered 
the  current  operating  conditions,  Alternative  A,  to  whatever  alternative  is  under  discussion.  The 
text  needs  to  reflect  the  total  loss  and  the  justification  for  the  total  withdrawal  and  not  just  the 
difference. 

Suggest  that  in  all  instances  where  there  would  be  lost  production  opportunities  and  lost  royalties 
that  the  BLM  must  estimate,  based  on  some  historic  irtformation,  what  they  expea  to  lose  in  the 
way  of  royalties,  bid  bonuses  and  rentals. 

On  Page  *-l,  there  is  no  basis  for  prohibiting  distuibance  up  to  400  meters.  This  is  a distance 
equal  to  spacing  for  up  to  80  acre  proration  units.  There  is  no  statutory  provisioo. 
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149-31  Refer  to  response  112-44.2. 
149-32  Refer  to  response  112-44.3. 

149-33  Refer  to  response  128-63. 

149-34  Refer  to  response  118-64. 
149-35  Refer  to  response  112-44.4, 
149-36  Refer  to  response  112-44.5, 

149-37  Refer  to  response  128-67. 


38  1 

On  Page  4-8,  top  of  right  column,  we  need  to  challenge  or  ask  for  a change  in  language  that 
moving  rurface-disturbing  aclivitiei  ( a location)  mufl  be  justified  and  documented. 

39 

On  Page  4-9,  Discussion  of  the  V-pit.  All  reference  to  the  V-pit  should  be  removed  from  the  text, 
because  it  ii  only  i single  option  and  it  ii  nor  always  the  best  option.  If  may  also  be  more 
expensive  venui  prerviding  a savings.  B could  result  in  environmental  problems  in  rock  or 
fractured  surface  aresa. 

40  1 

On  Put  4-9^  ia  Die  cave/karst  area,  shutdown  time  should  be  Umiled  to  a period  of  not  more  than 
24  hours  without  agreement  by  botli  the  BLM  and  the  operator.  We  need  lo  estabUsh  that  the  BLM 
cannot  hold  up  drilling  operations  indefinitely. 

WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT 

41  I 

A i^fic  definition  for  llood  plains  must  be  included.  As  it  stands,  the  use  of  flood  plains  is  up 
to  iniWeation  in  every  instance  and  by  each  individual.  This  is  unacceptable  for  the 
management  of  this  plan  and  future  cooperative  associatioo  between  the  users  and  the  agencies. 

On  Pase  4-39  left  column,  first  and  second  paragraphs  - the  impacU  discussed  are  prevea^k  by 
conS^  nieans  such  as  berming  and  therefore  are  negatively  discussed  by  no  pointing  this  (aa 

out  to  the  reader. 

42 

Buffer  areas  are  unacceptabk.  This  only  adds  to  that  area  that  can  be  coosirkred  u no  surf« 
occupancy  and  withdrawn  from  use.  If  buffen  are  included  then  all  numbers  renecting  land  closed 
to  leasing  and  muse  must  include  the  acreage  for  these  areas. 

Page  4-39,  second  paragraph  access  misspelled  in  the  published  copy. 

43 

We  would  like  an  explanation  of  why  it  U feh  that  difficulties  in  re-vegetating  locatioos  make  them 
subjea  to  long  term  soil  losses. 

44 

yv  krm  -Desired  »s— ng^^f 

1 thar  some  biologisti  dreamed  up  as  a ultimate  vegeubon  for  aB  speaes. 

Tabk  105  in  heading,  the  last  column  it  should  read,  'percentage  of  all  sourrei'. 

45 

46 

, There  is  no  documentation  of  the  science  ihai  Tabk  105  is  created  from. 
1 is  emphasired  and  very  bnle  is  stakd  about  the  positive. 
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149-38  Refer  to  response  128-68. 
149-39  Refer  to  response  128-69. 

149-40  Refer  to  response  128-70. 
149-41  Refer  to  response  112-46. 

149-42  Refer  to  response  128-77. 

149-43  Refer  to  response  128-78. 
149-44  Refer  to  response  128-79. 

149-45  Refer  to  response  128-80. 
149-46  Refer  to  response  128-81. 
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Page  4-41,  the  last  paragraph  seems  to  be  misplaced 

47  1 

On  Pa^e  4-42,  first  para^nph  - then  should  be  a reference  lo  the  *stonn  water  discharge* 
regulations. 

48  1 

On  Page  4-43,  left  column  - the  term  ‘DRASTIC*  needs  to  be  defined  and  its  relevance  to  this 
subject  made  clear. 

49 

On  Page  4-43,  last  paragraph  - there  is  no  mandate  that  the  BLM  should  create  ‘moist  soils 
management*  wAsch  creates  perpeiuai  manmade  wetland.  This  again  lakes  more  land  from  the 
multiple  use  availability  which  is  inappropriate. 

wapure 

First  pangrsph  • the  netting  and  cone  rules  are  in  pUce  and  are  currently  doing  their  jobs; 
therefore,  the  verbs  should  be  in  the  present  tense. 

On  Page  4-47,  Impacts  of  Allcmativa  - this  paragraph  which  acts  as  a table  of  contents  is  not 
needed  and  should  be  deleted.  ITi  just  filler  material. 

50 

This  entire  section  implies  an  lutorrjtic  negative  impact  lo  wildlife  from  oO  and  gas  activities.  It 
has  often  been  found  that  these  activities  are  beneficial  to  the  populations  of  wildlife.  Foe  instance, 
rapuxs  have  benefited  from  the  elevated  resting  and  viewing  sites  and  the  rodents  that  are  living  in 
the  pipeyards,  etc.  This  section  should  reduce  the  implication  of  the  automatic  negative  impact. 

51 

1 It  should  ocu  be  assumed  that  geophysical  exploration  activities  are  auUxnaticaUy  going  to  create 
new  toads.  General  practice  is  to  block  ofT  access  where  these  unites  have  gone  in  order  to 
1 prohibit  the  use  of  the  public  and  the  development  of  access. 

52 

1 A blanket  assumption  that  wildlife  ibundance  and  diversity  .would  decrease  with  oil  and  gas 
development  is  unsubsuntialed.  At  a minimum  it  needs  to  be  implied  that  oil  and  gas  can  have 
1 both  positive  and  negative  effects  on  wildlife. 

53 

1 E>uAe$  ugebrush  lizard.  The  impacts  are  only  spechUbve  and  should  noi  be  presented  in  this 
1 docurnent  as  ^CL 

54 

On  Page  4-49,  left  column,  last  paragraph  and  two  following  paragraphs  - it  is  in  appropriate  to 
establish  ‘no  new  drilling*  areas  for  prairie  chicken  habitat  whether  they  be  in  Carlsbad  or  Roswell 
Resource  Areas.  The  chicken  has  proven  lo  be  able  to  expand  its  areas  and  multiply  in  conjurKtion 
with  oil  and  gas  activities.  There  are  bunting  jeasom  for  theie  birds  in  these  areas  indicating  that 
they  are  doing  well.  This  is  another  attempt  lo  withdraw  acreage  from  oil  and  gas  developmeni  by 
means  of  wildlife  species.  Science  tells  us  that  the  chicken  and  oil  and  gas  can  coexist.  These 
three  paragraphs  should  be  deleted. 
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149-47  Refer  to  response  128-82. 
149-48  Refer  to  response  128-83. 
149-49  Refer  to  response  112-48. 


149-50  Refer  to  response  128-85. 

149-51  Refer  to  response  128-86. 

149-52  Refer  to  response  112-49. 
149-53  Refer  to  response  128-88. 
149-54  Refer  to  response  128-89. 
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Lj/ifuate  implyini  that  iD  pumpjacb  are  powered  by  {aa-(ired  tnororj  ii  inoonect. 

Lan(ua|c  should  be  deleted.  Most  oil  and  (as  facilities  are  powered  by  electricity  and  result  in  a 
minimum  noise  disruitance. 


56  I 


Would  lilie  to  have  an  explanation  why  BLM  vetetatioo  mana<ement  activities  would  not  also 
affect  the  soil  disturbance. 


Ail  references  to  setbacks  in  this  chapter  must  be  modified  to  reflect  tbe  ‘up  but  not  to  exceed 
200  meters*  staiensenL 


57 

58 


The  lerm  ‘buffer'  should  be  replaced  by  the  term  ‘setback*  in  all  instances.  Buffer  implies  a 
larxer  area  of  two  dimensieos,  where  the  refulations  only  call  for  a one  dimensaoe  setback. 

Pipe'S-S2,  need  a paragraph  leparxtion  between  the  first  and  second  full  paragrapba. 

Page  S-53,  left  column,  third  full  paragraph  - The  discussion  should  indicaie  Ibil  the  clearing  of 
invading  qtecies  will  have  the  tame  impact  as  the  clearirtg  of  ROW  for  oO  and  gas  construction 
prejeca.  This  clearing  activity  has  been  softened  which  is  itot  correct. 

Page  S-S7,  Fire  marugcmeol  - targe  wildfires  often  have  much  more  long  term  impacts  that  do 
construction  prefects.  This  paragraph  should  discuss  these  long  term  impacts,  such  is  the  fire  at 
Sacramento,  NM,  20  years  ago  and  the  fires  we  see  out  of  planes  as  we  fly  over  Southeastern  New 
Mexico. 


SOCIAL  AND  ECONO.MICS 
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The  opeiung  parxgraph  in  this  section  needs  to  be  deleted  in  its  entirety.  The  language  here  is 
purely  emotional  and  obviously  reflects  the  feelings  of  the  writer. 

Language  needs  to  be  included  in  this  section  that  consideration  of  the  expectations  of  the  people 
who  Irvt  in  the  area  are  considered.  People  who  work  in  SE  New  Mexico,  particularly  in  Lea  and 
Eddy  Counties,  also  are  employed  by  the  industries  that  are  regulated  in  part  by  the  BLM. 

\ 

The  economy  in  Lea  and  Eddy  Counties  is  primarily  dependent  on  oil  and  gas  industry.  This 
language  must  be  included  ie  the  discussion  of  the  social  and  economic  impacss  of  this  resource 
plan. 
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The  language  in  the  middle  of  Page  second  column,  discussing  the  contributions  made  by  the 
oil  and  gas  industry  arc  misleading.  This  section  shoyld  reflect  the  number  for  the  oil  and  gas 
industry  as  shown  in  the  ‘coalition*  tltcmative. 

On  Page  4.68,  right  column,  last  paragraph  - the  acreage  impacted  will  change  drastically  from 
the  current  condition.  When  we  look  at  a well  today  we  recognixe  the  stipulations  that  apply  to  its 
location.  Under  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  rule  each  wcU  will  have  to  consider  all  M 
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149-55  Refer  to  response  128-90. 
149-56  Refer  to  response  128-91. 


149-57  Refer  to  response  128-92. 
149-58  Refer  to  response  128-93. 

149-59  Refer  to  response  128-94. 


149-60  Refer  to  response  128-95. 
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149-61  Refer  to  response  112-50. 
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■IfuUauM  OMI  Ml  nlttt  MM*  H>* ' 
fiM  oguM  tiv  muk  m • ^raMMi  «Mk  *■  ' 
*(  IM  Tku  MOM  «ohM  ta  aMcuM^  • 

TWt  b«  4 «M  g^nu*  <u*  • •** 


Oa«r«4  «4*  *t 

4u>0>t  K4MM4  Aa  Ml  Mi4  |41  dpMMa 
W k4>  pnMwA  Tk*  ^nta  ti  *t  » 

1>M  ta 


r««B  dM;  d»  Ml  h *mw  hum  *•  fVAO 

MMAfMKy*  n(ku  fraMMU  44  4m4iU1MI  <A4I^  m 
m ftr  Ml  *•  IBf>ll4IIMII  l4«M  M*  MU 

M 4Ml>M 


m ka  i»mM  • 4M  id 
add  a*  iwrautd  t«|«taaan  mM4  • *•  fwakaaii 
■mad  kjr  OMUida  Iwvaa  0^  «kic*  Ma  aal  aad 
•M4  M dM  «iit»44iMi  ad  m»< 


Cmudvcm  ad  kaaw  aaiMid  fut*.  trtdMid  ti».TiiM«Md  ^MOlWaiMd. 
v«a»»  ka  MuadMid  ■ M iMadMuo* 


Tkd  Iri ad  mIm  mn  Mada  • ka  aoaaiaMM  M all  ad  Ma  *ai«44MiM  Tka  I 

Ma  Mflaaaai  mhimma  fomt  akaa  dtKu44M«  *a  a^-ra  >aiua  ad  aai  and  »ai  laiaaM  1 
filTaan-i  d,  da  aaan  alianiaaoa.  kaa  triad  • oanfian  Maaa 

Od  r>«a  add.  laa  kMai'H*  • dM  *wd  'lalaMa*  M Mu^raUad 


tosvatu.  USUlltCf  MA-SACCMCia  PLAN 
Am>DU  I • RMP  PKOCCSS 
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64  I 

65 

66  I 


Tka  knaradun  Ih 
lll-'S  ai  dMi  dM 


T M.i»i  « dM  ApfMxdu  doca  agi  44rac  aiik  dM  cAad  praaaflMd  M Ckapaai 
Mfia  au  aoi  ccnaidarad  M daaamuMOoa  ad  dM  dcauad  alianaaoa 


AdiBdft  } ] SudKi  Uk  ud  OguatatT  Hwylrtaiddli 

k a ■Tr~— t dMi  ad  aid  |U  la  a(ain  ariaaad  lac  oonaidcnoaa  oa  ^ tMUta  »kai  dMi  an 
adoiouaiY  olkai  land  aaan  on  ipUl  aaaiaa 

Kffan  an  anodia  laMccapuMa  tMana  ad  land  «iiMra«al  (aa  wafaca  lut 

Xka  MAack  pawiaann  • all  AJMniAO*aa  nual  Ml  aacaad  JOO  meMn  u adablidMd  ky  kUd  M 
1919  Md  CPk  acoea  m 19M 

Than  diould  ka  w N50  npulanoa  fat  acovioaa  ariUua  dM  100  yaai  ftoodplaia  Tatknolo»Mi  an 
au/AcMM  « preiaci  dMaa  arcaa  u demonamiad  ky  Oidf  Coa«  oparaooni  aioniiond  k>  MMS 
Than  a conadankla  avidMica  od  nda  and  anwoonMnially  wind  o|>trtooni  auk  laciliOM  la 
wrika  aami  kodiaa  nic*  aa  lakaa  and  rmn  acroaa  dM  US. 

•nmuM  ndncooiu  fee  pninc  duckani  diould  Ml  bt  aiMndad  Than  u m Mfcamaoon  10  ja*f> 
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149-62  Refer  to  response  128-97. 

149-63  Refer  to  responses  112-51  and  112-52. 

149-64  Refer  to  response  112-55. 

149-65  Refer  to  response  112-58. 

149-66  Refer  to  response  112-59. 


149-67  Refer  to  response  112-60. 
149-68  Refer  to  response  112-61. 
149-69  Refer  to  response  112-62. 

149-70  Refer  to  response  112-63. 
149-71  Refer  to  response  112-65. 

149-72  Refer  to  response  112-67. 

149-73  Refer  to  response  128-112 
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have  indicated  they  will  no  longer  j«k  lands  at  Federal  salci  or  purchase  leases  from  major 
operators  due  to  the  liability  and  onerous  lease  sUpuIauons.  The  impacts  of  these  feelings  should 
be  taken  into  account  in  the  estimates  in  this  section. 

The  assumptions  made  in  this  section  as  well  as  the  entire  RMP  are  very  negative  to  the  oil  and  gas 
industry.  The  industry  has,  In  addition  to  providing  significant  revenue  to  the  state  and  federal 
coffen,  done  many  things  to  improve  the  environment.  No  credit  is  given  to  operators  for  the 
innovation  and  efforts  made  in  these  areas 


75  I 


Based  on  the  above  and  other  cniena,  there  is  no  basis  for  predicoon  of  boorru'busi  cycles  based 
on  historical  datl: 


76 


Tabic  AlS-1  & 2 - 

a.  Acreage  disturbance  per  well  calculations  arc  overstated  by  a factor  of  2 umes. 

' b.  Stabilired  acreage  calculations  arc  undcrsLaicd  by  a factor  of  2 times. 

c.  Success  rate  of  851^  for  devciopmeniaJ  wells  is  too  low  and  should  be  in  the  90-92% 
range. 

d.  The  47%  success  rate  for  wildcat  wells  should  be  changed  to  be  more  in  line  with 
industry  expectations  of  15  % . 

c.  The  •Abandoned  Prodocer*  figures  in  the  chart  are  loo  high.  The  history  of  orphan 
wells  in  New  Mexico  docs  not  suppjon  this  rate. 


149-74  Refer  to  response  128-127. 

149-75  Refer  to  response  128-127.1 
149-76  Refer  to  response  112-130. 
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March  14,  l»«) 


David  stout,  RNP/SI8  Taaa  Laadar 
Kaaourca  Nana<)aBant  Plan 
Buraau  of  Land  Nanaqaaant 
1717  W.  Sacond  St. 

Roawall,  NM  M301 


Ra: 


Xaandaant  Lattar  to  Coaaant  Lattar  datad 
January  17,  1995  to  Raaourca  Hanagaaant  Plan 


1 


2 


Daar  Mr.  Stout) 

' Thla  coaaant  lattar  ia  an  aaandaant  to  ay  lattar  datad  JanuaiTr 
17,  199S  to  tha  Buraau  of  Land  Manaqanant  ra^ardlng  tha  propoaad 
Raaourca  Manaqaaant  Plan.  I objact  to  tha  RMP  and  ur^a  that  tha 
plan  not  ba  laplaaantad  for  tha  following  raaaona. 


Tha  Plfth  Xaandaant  of  tha  Constitution  raadat  *Bor  al«ll 
privata  proparty  ba  takaa  for  public  uaa, 
coapanaatlon,*  daaplta  tha  claar  languaga,  RMP  violates  both  tha 
spirit  and  Intant  of  tha  Taking  Clausa  by  salting  or  tying  up  a 
parson's  land  without  coapanaatlon  lor  lossas  to  land  ownara  a^ 
laasaas.  Tha  Bureau  of  Land  Managaaant  has  not  proposed  a private 
property  iapact  risk  asaassaant  and  coat  benefit  analysis 
iaplaaantlng  any  of  tha  new  regulations  and  atlpulatloM  which  wUl 
coat  tha  aconoay  Billions  of  dollars  each  year.  The  piroparty 
rights  of  tha  oil  and  gas  laaaaa  are  not  adaguataly  prot^tad 
tha  proposed  plan.  Property  ownara  need  explicit  protection.  Tree 
plan  la  out  of  control  and  will  keep  coat  and  abuaa  on  both 
business  and  property  ownara.  Thla  plan  has  no  financial 
creditability  for  tha  taxpayer. 

Tha  Cava  and  karat  hraaa  era  too  broad  and  tha 
Included  la  too  axpanalva.  Tha  restrictions  lapoaad  on  drilling 
are  burdanaoaa  and  not  supported  by  scientific  need.  Tha  TOP 
conflicts  with  efficient  and  acononic  davalopaant  of  oil  ai^gaa 
propart  las  which  era  located  in  the'  Persian  Basin  . Tha 

Basin  la  wall  known  as  a prolific  axploraticm  “P?" 

parcantagaa  of  significant  oil  and  gas  iSil 

horizons  and  high  initial  potential.  Tha  aadlsantary  rocTO  have 
a vary  high  gross  pay  of  barrels  of  oil  aquivalsnt,  rssavolr 


150-1  With  regard  to  cost/benefit,  refer  to  responses 
29-7  and  29-8.  Refer  to  responses  28-57  and  29-2 
with  regard  to  land  aexjuisition  (private  property).  The 
RMP  does  not  propose  any  regulations;  regulations 
are  developed  on  a national  level  to  implennent  laws 
passed  by  Congress.  We  are  not  proposing  to  apply 
new  leasing  stipulations  to  existing  leases,  nor  do  our 
proposed  conditions  of  approval  diminish  existing 
lease  rights. 

150-2  Refer  to  response  39-4. 


Raaourca  Managaaant  Plan 
March  14,  199S 
Paga  Two 

consider  •conomlc  »nd  oth«r  ^**^?^*  of  ouch 

S.  r^^^^d  aconoaic  and  othar  iapact  analy.l.  hava  not  baan  dona. 
Tha  H^tlanda  Propoaal  along  tha  “• 

%#«tlando. 

. Tha  RMP  la  a tarrlbla  plan  and  doaan't 

ol  tha  doBoatlc  oil  and  gas  whara  tha 

of  Hew  Mexico.  Tha  econoaic  Iapact  to  tta  coaaunltl^^ 
land  ia  located  will  ba  eavara  and  retard  econoaic  growth. 


SUMMARY 

to  tho  oconomy  of  tho  Stato  of  How  Moxico. 

Yours 


fours  vory  truly,  /I  ^ 

/3. 

Chsrlss  Be  Road,  Prssldont 


CBR/pjb 


150-3  We  assume  your  comment  is  in  reference  to 
the  Overflow  Wetlands  Wildlife  Habitat  Area  and  the 
proposed  ACEC.  A wetland  area  is  characterized  by 
the  presence  of  surface  waters  not  by  rainfall.  There 
are  about  700  acres  of  actual  wetland  habitat  created 
with  surface  and  subsurface  waters  originating  from 
Lea  Lake  at  the  Bottomless  Lakes  State  Park.  Further 
information  about  the  Overflow  Wetlands  is  found  in 
Appendixes  13  and  14  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 


1-351 


WW-1S-199S  161  IS  FS01  PMILLIW  PETHOLBLH  L« 


151 


ilSl 


PHILLIPS  PETROLEUM  COMPANY 

HOUVIOM.  T«XM  Pmt*l«P 
tea  mt 


AMtMCA 

CXKdMfftON  AMO  MOOMCriOM 


March  IS.  1995 


VU  FaoiaUo  No.  S05427^7< 

Uoitod  Sutoi  Deportmonc  of  tbo  Intmior 
Butmu  ofLood  MuictiDcnt 
DUtrict 

1717  Woft  Sooond  Stroot 
^Rotwdl  NM  moi-2019 


05B5627Br?O  P.eB2/«4 

941543 


nuAM.Tnu 

tmumuocnam 

muM  «JUM 


Aantion-  Mr.  Otvid  Stout,  RMP/EIS  T«a 

Re  Comrnnt  oa  CombliMd  Onft  RonnII  KMOum 
Mmutm—  RWCavtreeiDttial  Impaa  SutMMOi  nd 
CaiiiM  Raoure.  MtntgoMoi  PUa  Amaodimat/ 
Eoviroaaaaiil  lapatt  Staanwnt  (tht  *RM?0 
CYour  RtOmot  1614(060)) 


Dev  Mr.  Stout; 

PhiUipi  Petroleum  Compeoy  (PMIIipi),  bjr  lelur  sTFebruary  27,  199S,  filed  Inhiel  coaunena  with 
yent  ofifioa  on  the  nAnoced  RMP.  Punuam  to  u i(ret<aeM  ^Ftbniai>  21,  1995,  betwaao  the 
Dicria  Vfinaov,  Mt  Leetie  Coee,  and  NMOOA/IPANM  RMP  SuheomininM  Co-ehtir,  Mr  Ore| 
hfiben,  pertiea  which  filed  ioititl  onomenu  by  Man*  I would  heva  the  opportunity  to  *1604 
■^sdmmdii  eooimenn  on  or  befae  March  15.  It  ie  low  our  with  to  lubnit  uihetamive  cotoaenu 
to  lupplaDitat  thoee  ioititl  eomoiaatt 

PhiKpa  hat  reviewed  die  conitiievi  of  the  New  Madoo  03  end  Oat  Aeaodetioa  tad  tht  Indepeodes 
Pmoleum  Aandatioe  of  New  Mebeo  (NMOOA/IPANM).  We  auppon  thoee  eoamma  end  Ai3y 
tacorporett  iheoi  by  reibreoca  wilhia  our  owe  comenti.  Po0owiii(  herein  art  eur  auppiemtiital 
commaou  io  which  we  note  added  empheeii  on  camje  key  inuaa. 

PhilEpt  it  tinwenied  that  tht  overall  lone  of  tht  RMP  leflecu  a oafalive  attitude  toward  o3  tad  |u 
operttiottt.  Thii  negative  attitude  it  eerteialy  not  the  prevailifig  etdlude  ttnong  premiaeta  Kate 
niMeli  Rcoaa  letien  dom  tht  Oovemor  ofNew  Mwdeo  tad  the  Secretary  of  the  Eaergy.  Minartli 
tod  Natural  Raaouroee  Depamocm,  were  aaol  to  the  BLM  State  Director  cncoungiag  more 


ni»-is-;r»  tons  reoi  phill.!^  F6iRDL£_n  Ltr  ro 


Boeuvriwa  p.eevaet 
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tconotnic  tedvity,  bchi^ng  ofl  tod  gat,  oo  BLM  laada  in  New  Mesoo.  b wUfm'/m  $eaau  Mm 
Mcoarial  No.  64  wit  karoduoad  ia  the  New  hfedoo  LegWaan.  That  measire  called  ftir  withdrawal 
of  the  RMP  hi  ordv  to  drvaiep  more  reatonableahcniativee  for  the  beneficial  uia  of  fcdani  u»t. 
ondv  BLMjuriidktioa.  We  concur  with  the  NMOOA/IPANM  ooeanent  that  the  oemnl  puipoaa 
of  lha  RMP  ihould  be  to  manage  the  puhfc  iandi  h a laaoDv  thv  wll  andmiia  beneficial  uv  of  IM 
Itndt  while  reAicinggjiuiiiitatal  lavolveniaot  and  repilailona  The  Draft  RMP  Alla  thort  of  thia 
purpoie  by  a atherantial  margie.  The  RtdP  doaa  aot  provide  a Rue  aheraative  that  fctun  «d 
ptotnotetlhawuautaefdiaietootoeeeapubfielanda.  Abo,  the  RMP  cab  Itr  oaort  overagb  tad 
reguiadoD  oo  ictoisci  uaoR  whea  k diould  ooniidv  managtriieiit  tharatthea  that  reduoa  overtighi 
tad  regulatioo.  The  RMP  thould  tat  fixth  a plaa  to  reduce  the  lunhv  of  eaiployeca  needed  to 
managa  the  pubfic  laada  b Soutbeattem  New  Mexieo.  BLM't  ftxui  diould  be  on  nilo'pie  utt  tad 
tutlaiaad  yMd  of  be  letouroat  ee  ^Me  landt,  M required  by  PLPMA.  The  RMP  ftiait  b oa 
preaarvitiae  tod  noraiet,  wtacii  b a waara  of  pubb  raeoureae  iad  taperurve  to  adminbur. 

OiaptvIeftheRMPprntnti  AtietoutoeiBanagemera  tlteraativaa,  indudaig  the  BLM’t  ptefkned 
ahensativa  The  aharaativet  art  arranged  in  erdv  from  A through  P Akamative  E,  tht  BLM't 
'prtfamd  tkamalhe,  gtntriily  tlowt  rcacurot  uat  wkh  greaur  wnphasi  on  pnMectioa  of  the  otiuni 
toviroruiieiit  than  Ahemativea  A,  C,  w D.  Aftcrattivc  B b aion  oricoted  toward  anviroooiwital 
proractioeihaaiiiyoftheoditrtkeniativai,inckjdkig  Akaraative  E.  but  adl  lOowi  Ibr  retource  ute 
/kkemative  A U tb  eonrinualton  of  curreet  managemeet  tod  b the  *ao  acboa*  ahamaiive  lequbed 
by  ifaa  CEO  rtguladona  Akareatlve  C gentraSy  ataphaaiata  dw  uae  of  rcaourcca  but  providea  a 
le^  of  aoviroiraacaal  prortorloB,  a wefi.  Ahamadva  D b a babnre  between  Akemedvee 
B and  C.  Akaruaive  P b aubmiRad  by  the  Ratouiet  Uatr’t  Coalidea  whiefc  preaenti  an  tkamaaive 
that  etnphtaiaat  nea  of  IM  pubfic  laada  wiik  reduced  foverernerd  invotvetBeat  arrf 

kmarvendon  Thb  /Utamadve  F wet  davaiopad  to  generate  more  reveuM  and  providaa  Ibr  multipb 
ute  of  retonca  to  a greaiar  ndani  than  the  odwr  akareadvea  PhiOipi  would  amphttite  kt  aupport 
for  tbe  eadrety  of /Utenadva  F,  bur  certainly  b the  area  of  eevt  tad  kiraa  teaourot  managnturi. 
wlacb  rata  u a goal  *10  protaca  known  cevaa  wbb  akowiag  for  lecradontL  oormneniaL  aduetdoaal 
and  other  benafidtl  uaa^.  Thb  akamiijve  providee  thv  no  autAce  oeeupency  be  allowed  wiihn  a 
reeaonable  foaianca  not  lo  ecceed  200  Aec  ftnte  knowe  cave  ertrenroa,  paaaagM  et  tapaota  of 
dpMeut  am.  Wdvw  of  that  ttaoictiae  may  be  vmed  by  the  tuihorizad  ofikw  in  caaca  whan 
lutdtcc  oeoupaocy  wA  lol  tigniftctntly  dagreda  the  cave  teaourca. 
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FMISpa  b abe  b thorongb  agraatneb  wbb  NMOOA/IPANM  onwRneoat  on  tfaa  *iftbctad 
aovRoamel' portioa  of  tht  RMP  In  the  RMP,  there  b an  racogiitinn  thv  the  e3  and  gaa  itiAiagy 
bami^ODtvibuiortothatooootriewaQhaingoftba  paopb  and  the  eommuettiaa  b Southcaatan 
New  Meooo  Cotuinjed  o3  and  get  erploranon  and  davtlopmeni  b caaeMial  to  the  welAre  of  Ihott 
le  addition,  the  Start  ofNew  Mexico  depandt  heavily  oe  iha  indutrty  for  Itinding  the 
attta't  Permantnl  Fund  b aupport  of  luch  atata  aervioat  u aducation,  matiltl  ha^  AdUdat  aM 
uariectional  Sioot  the  BLM  imnagat  a ti^fiaam  paroaMaga  of  the  bod  whh  porandal  for 

leoovoy  of  00  nb  gu  leeouttaa.  the  aedotit  and  inacdon  of  the  BLM  hu  a prolbund  kapaci  on  the 
biiEiy  of  tbe  o3  and  gat  induttry  lo  explore  and  develop  h Southcatrare  Ntw  Mexico  Wt  would. 
Ifawelbie,  dixw the condunon that/ BLM Tnanainntnt poCcMtievotly  reatrict  o3  and  gu  tedviliaa 


151-1  Refer  to  responses  39-1,  39-2,  and  39-8. 


151-2  Refer  to  response  70-2. 
151-3  Refer  to  response  53-1 . 
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151-4  Refer  to  responses  54-2,  84-5,  108-6,  128-2.1, 
131-5,  143-2  and  156-13. 


I 

on  Ihhni  Uadt  a llw  irm.  then  thot«  i«b«  poOcia  caa  ■ Mgaiiva  Konooic  bipwi  on  Ibn 
poopio  «nd  oomrauniba  It  (bo  von. 


W«  oo«M  wbh  NMOGA/IPANM  oimnMi  on  landod  RMF  moilUlentioiu  ri|»n»ni  “Bii  Oorao", 

1 ipltad  -ni—  <Ut«bnub  Uorf.  •Fbb'  md  ~Bm~.  Whb  rtopocMO  Ibo  »«aioo 

on  tbo  DuMt  Stfcbnub  Lixud.  iboo  b dodniioly  • noal  fi»  dinhnr  invantuioo  lo  dMmuM 
-bedw  itM  ^mia  b dnaaad  (s  nodufcTMl,  tbo  ifiarlxnioa  od  cbo  tpocioo.  tha  pounul  bnpna 
of  nirfboc  £iouba«  ictivnMo  on  tbe  ipedcn  ud  da  atonal ainoihip  b*r««cn  tbo  lizofd  lod  tbo 
duaoo  omdrooman. 


PMlipo  ilio  tuppom  tbo  oommnTto  oflfaod  p«n>iniii(  to  Wildlift  Hobtut  Muoponicat  Attoi  ud 
Ajom  rfCfibctI  Eovoaonoitil  Coocom  to  ptitkulor.  «*  do  not  bolicoa  od  ud  gu  opotaaono  in 
incoaipibbiowitb  otba  BLM  muogoontu  goili  a WHAi.  BLM  imin  monoci  tbooo  onoi  lo  1 
ounoa  tba  iDowt  contauod  otuhiplo  uto  of  otbir  noourott.  ON  ACECt,  ««  tn  oppotod  to 
BLbri  otn^  tbit  doo^WKa  B boin«  o«  predudo  otba  noourco  uton  ftom  ouldo|  uu  of  itdoral 
Undo  lfontnotndypo»«ai<P^'’"°''^‘****^‘^"“*“^l^*““''*“‘'“^™** 
juthonty  edn  unda  PLPMA  to  bovo  h dodond  i wildancoo  by  Coogreoi 

I Wo  bow  reviewed  tbe  ootnoarti  oo  Cbopta  4 -Eovirooraaitol  Cotaoquoocu-  ud  tgrao  tba  ^ 

ebiptaiiovertyoctalvotodloKnofpublicludo.  Tbat  to  • defcuio  oood  fcr  mcbuioo  of  i 
ooodbendh  uolyai  a dot  diopia  Wo  wotdd  plon  ipoeal  anphaai  oo  tbo  iBinoiaiu  reguding 

da  pot**  ttgjulotioo  ifaaim.  tbo  "No  Surtku  Oooiponcy  Sdpdotioo' ond  oo  tbo  "Effbcti  of  tbo 

Uk  tod  Ocoipwicy  R^quircfneoa” 

FNBpo  Potrelani!  Coti^any  ^ipndoia  tbio  oppotnaiiy  to  oofranon  oo  tbo  dnJI  IMF  Wo  would 
ufgo  tbo  BLM  to  cootida  tboio  commcnu  ond,  to  tbo  iiiJloe  aunt  pooiblt,  imploneot  t 
mioigtatcot  pUn  tba  wot  tltow  tbo  oil  tnd  gu  iodunry  to  remoin  i lignifleon  pat  of  providing 
ocooomic  fUbOity  ud  baadu  to  tbe  Stae  of  Now  Mexico  tnd,  in  poniaila,  to  tbo  poopio  end 
comnuntics  Southciinni  N«w  Mbooq. 

Vmy  tnily  youn. 

V K.  Spurgeoa 

Director,  bowi  tnd  Regulaioni 
Nottb  Americt  Production  Dtviiioo 


VU» 


151-5  Refer  to  responses  39-3,  85-3,  97-5,  and 
114-12. 

151-6  Refer  to  responses  29-7,  29-8,  and  70-2. 
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941544 

attwaimiare.bft” 

caobuo  c%.  obtuoa  n lam  fax  40mu.4sm 


Mtreh  IS,  1995 


Uoilod  SuUe  Depatowa  of  tbe  laaior 
Btrctu  ofLend  Mtoogeoteoi 
Roewed  Diaricl 
1717  Wea  Secood  Strea 
RoewMLNM  U201 

Aaenbon:  Dovid  Stout 

IlMP/EIS  Teen  Letda 


A-' 


ytn  1 5 r-os 


I 


lU:  Drift  Retouroo  Muoganent  Plu 


152-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Mr.  Stout: 

Devon  Eoagy  Corporitioo  (Nevtdt)  TDevoo*)  hu  previootly  tubmiiuxl  to  tbe  Buw 
of  Lend  Mintgeuent,  Roewefl  Diioia  OIBce,  kt  Wtiil  corenieeo  to  tbe  RoowdI  Rnoure*  Arem 
Draft  Rcatutoo  Mtoogauat  PWEnvirotiincotil  Itnpax  SiaenuX  ud  tbo  Ctr^ 

Aren  Draft  Roooureo  Mutganert  Flu  Aioondmert/Environraeoeil  Iniptct  Staano^tbo 
Am  i#  0^  coiiiffwntt  uo^  cov«f  kttar  dK«d  Mardi  I,  19»St  wwa 
deared  lo  eufanit  tubeteative  cuoMoeott  tba  tupplenient  tboee  la  fcrtb  fat  our  Mereb  t lata 

Purwaa  to  u tgreetoert  betwou  tbo  Dianct  MinigB.  Ml  Lerfe  Cone,  tnd  tbo 
Choir  of  the  NMOOA-tPANA  RMF  tubeotnnittee,  Mr  Greg  Nftieit,  on  Febitiiry  21,  1995,  tbo 
BLM  igreod  to  ilow  upplonentil  coinnienu  to  bo  ffiod  oo  of  bcfbei  Miicb  IS,  1995. 

PleoM  be  idviiod  tha  Devon  Silly  luppoeu  tnd  idoptt  tbo  eibaintivo  ooumoui  to  the 
RMF  jubmitted  by  Ibe  New  Mexieo  Od  ud  Gu  Aitociaioo  ud  the  Independea  Petrol^ 
Aiiocutioa  of  Now  Mexico,  inckxfng  the  Rooouroo  Ueeei  CooliBoo  ARerninve  F wbab  a 
iooorporaied  by  redtrence 

Youn  vety  truly, 

DEVON  ENERGY  CORPORATION  (NEVADA) 


nyOTKOdo 
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" Mjtdi  15. 1995 


Bureau  o^Ltftd  MwgoMm 
ILar*eA  DiAhet  Office 
1717  Wai  2nd  Street 

74e«  Mexico  11201-2019 


AffiL  Mr  David  Stout 

KMP/EIS  Tt*re  Leader 

t£:  DnA  jlojweS  Reaource  MaAigtsaeru  PUfwtrTvvoflBia*il  Impact  Siaieiwci 

tod  Draft  Ctrlabad  JUaouroe  Mant|oneca  PUn  .AaendrocBC^Eavvoofacttal 
lopact  Sutemest 


OectleDMa 


iLf^rK^n  Cofpofiiioo  (MEC)  prtviotrfy  arbrunod  ncaJ  <»xnfnam  oo  tba 
Btf  ear  of  Lod  Mar^azM  (BLM)  Drvft  CariiUd  lUsoute  VCAo^ema  7>m 
AmtfidinenL  MECt  coovr«aU  quafifiedly  endoraed  BLMi  Aitaraaim  C, 
pantfin^  tbe  opportunity  to  tavie*  tfce  Sew  Monro  Oi  aed  Gti  AiiOeianoB 
(NMOCAX  Iftdepefidaa  Petrokun  Aaaoda&on  of  Sew  Mebco  (IPASMX  md 
lUaoune  Vaar'a  Coabtioa  proposed  Ahemative  F far  ftnawei  DiAria  Upon 
irvicw,  MEC  bcety  endorm  Ahenwtivt  F u i woriaWe  meiu^onai  opboo  fat  the 
Carilbad  Reaource  Ant,  and  baiicvte  it  to  be  lupaw  to  the  ahffnaovei  propoaed  by 
tM  BLM  far  the  Kojwtfl  Dbtriea,  Adudmi  Alteraj&v«  C The  foaJ  of  Ahetnatrvt  F 
e u>  faoertte  more  revaonr  tad  encourage  tbe  judiooui  o&dtvie  uie  of  rcaourcea  oe 
puUk  Ureli  wiihom  ModKiof  the  enviroonwr*,  and  MEC  ftJIy  wpporu  thil  foel 

MEC  wpporti  Ahernadve  Fl  provtiioo  far  no  oew  d^'yard  Areu  of  Cribcal 
Eo\vwoexalCoocci»(ACECX  obierviot  tha  tM  Carisbad  ttd  Rotwtfl  Resource 
Artaj  already  cotxum  maisy  ueb  ireaa.  Ai  noted  in  AJterruuh^F.  these  areai  arc 
juffioeni,  and  aattWiiKment  of  ACECi  wiD  prechick  the  uA  of 

rcaouru  uaoa  iKei  provide  ecoooooc  suttUty  to  tba  ardre  re^oa 


2 


AJianairve  F aupports  the  retaoval  of  tinii&f  reetricooM  to  actoewnodate  leaaa  prairie 
deckcru,  arwJ  ffttrt  that  it  a mappropriau  to  eaubbih  *io  arw  drilling*  areas  far 
prww  dikkoi  habitii  m dtha  Rjtaourc*  Area.  TM  leaeai  piiifk  ciackjo  u oot  &Md 
by  the  tavvoorr^rM)  Rroteeboa  Agency  u ar  er^dangered  « threatened  rpeoea,  and 
baa  provan  to  be  abk  to  CEpeod  iu  arcaa  and  naihiply  9t  ccwpectwo  wtlh  od  and  gaa 


t«o«i  Msov oca*ca4A9<  leei  ranaujo  mo 
ro  m <000  M *coo.u<e  touu  rrae^^ooD  rii/>rr>j*er 
i »»  e M»dwi  a Pi  ii*  wiC^ 


153-1  Refer  to  responses  39-3,  85-3,  97-5,  and 
114-12. 

153-2  Refer  to  responses  39-5  and  130-7. 


Bureiu  of  Land  Maaigemod 

RofwrD  Dutnet  Managernent  Plan  Amendmea 

Fige  2 


2 I 


ictJvTtiea  Indeed,  ibox  ts  an  estabbshod  huzxtci  leason  for  leaser  prime  chekena, 
which  indicatea  that  the  speoes  u dciog  wafl  We  applaud  the  efforu  of  NMOOA. 

IF  ASM.  and  the  Resource  L'acn  Coalition  te  oean.'g  lo  aherna3>t  (rioagonert  plan 
for  the  RosNveO  Distnet  that  rnufts  in  the  peotest  econonuc  beri<£i  to  the  area  yet 
provides  envvTMVTKTual  proiecQOo  and  cotvxiers  the  nghts  of  aD  utc's  of  the  public 
^ands.  rcludtng  the  ignoUiure  and  IKeatock  ovhi/tr.ei.  bunting  groupv  and 
reaciuonal  usen  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  trt  ai  (713)  377«5t73,  or 
Guiger  BuJeroft  il  (713)  377-5515 


StDcerdy.  ■'N 
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ca\vM  coim  coMMiAAOfmi 

Ccacnl  C^nMcat  Ad«iii4(r%tiQt 
DO  Nx  1817 

Dotvel.  lev  Hauoo  88X1^  1817 
5os814«6od  • rsy 


MArch  lA,  1995 


Hr.  0«vid  Stout 
RMP/EIS  T«aa  L««d«r 
Buf«AU  of  Land  KAnaqtB«nt 
Roswell  District  Office 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  NM  88201 


941546 

CXmMOCD^ 

Oof  Ortc^  ■ CMhd  1 
Joc8  Adw  * CWnl2 
Oor^  Mcftan  • Dwtnet  5 
VBae  K 8i^>es  * CMnd  4 
Ties  C t^denot  • DIgUict  5 

Coa<;PtHa^ 

IVlhiTl 

IS’ 

MW  1 5 W5 


Re:  Chaves  County  Mew  Mexico  Suppleaentsl  Coe 

Draft  Roswell  Resource  Kanageeent 
Plan/tnvironeental  lepact  Stateeent 


•nts  to 


1 


2 


Dear  Hr.  Stout: 

This  letter  is  intended  to  supplement  our  letter  of 
February  22,  1995.  One  of  Chaves  County's  principal  objectione 
to  the  draft  RHP/EIS  is  that  the  Chaves  County  Suppleeental  Land 
Use  Plan  appears  to  have  been  ignored.  The  Supplesental  Land  Use 
Plan  was  duly  enacted  by  the  Chaves  County  Comeission  and 
provides  in  part  that  the  Coeslssion  be  consulted  in  setters 
affecting  public  lands  within  the  County.  In  fact,  local 
governsent  was  denied  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  your 
drafting  process,  despite  assurances  to  the  contrary. 

Me  are  also  concerned  that  the  Plan  is  based  on  an 
inadequate  analysis  of  the  socio'-econosic  impact  on  industries 
affected  by  the  RKP.  Specifically,  the  preferred  alternative 
isposes  even  greater  restrictions  on  ^he  econosic  users  of 
natural  resources  such  as  the  livestock  industry  and  the  oil  and 
gas  industry.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  draft  RKP  was  prepared 
from  a viewpoint  that  is  prejudiced  against  these  industries. 

The  oil  and  gas  industry  and  the  livestock  industry  are  of  vital 
economic  importance  to  Chaves  County,  but  the  draft  RHP  seems  to 
take  the  position  that  these  industries  are  inherently  bad.  Me 
recognize  and  agree  with  the  need  to  balance  the  economic  use  of 
natural  resources  with  the  recreational  uses  of  our  citizens  and 
we  further  recognize  that  all  uses  need  to  be  tempered  by  a 
concern  for  the  continuing  viability  of  the  resource  and 


154-1  Chapter  5 summarizes  the  public  participation 
efforts  we  undertook  during  development  of  the  Draft 
Roswell  RMP/EIS.  The  Chaves  County  Commission 
has  been  provided  with  information  and  opportunities 
for  meetings,  briefings  and  comment  since  the 
beginning  of  the  scoping  process.  The  extent  to  which 
it  has  taken  advantage  of  those  opportunities  has 
been  the  choice  of  the  Commission. 

154-2  Refer  to  responses  39-6,  39-7,  39-8,  and  70-2. 


Kr.  David  stout 
March  14,  1995 
Paga  Two 


Ianvironnental  considerations,  but  it  seens  to  us  that  the  focus 
of  the  draft  is  on  total  preservation  and  non-use.  He  find  this 
to  be  contrary  to  the  best  interest  of  the  citisens  of  Chaves 
County . 

Although  not  a specific  conunent  on  the  provisions  of  the 
draft  RHP,  we  feel  compelled  to  express  our  frustration  at  the 
BLM's  stubborn  refusal  to  grant  a significant  extension  of  tiee 
for  the  receipt  of  public  comments.  As  elected  officials,  the 
Commissioners  of  Chaves  County  have  a specific  obligation  to  our 
constituents,  being  all  of  the  citizens  of  Chaves  County.  Not  a 
single  individual  in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  nor  even  in 
the  entire  Department  of  the  Interior,  is  elected  to  his  or  her 
position.  However,  as  public  servants,  surely  you  must  feel  some 
obligation  to  some  constituency.  Frankly,  we  cannot  see  that  you 
are  adhering  to  any  such  obligation.  Both  U.S.  Senators  from  New 
Mexico  have  requested  significant  extensions  of  the  comment 
period,  yet  you  have  denied  these  requests.  The  U.S.  Congressman 
from  the  District  which  encompasses  most  of  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area  has  been  forced  to  propose  specific  legislation  prohibiting 
the  BLM  from  enacting  the  RMP,  yet  you  press  on.  Industry  groups 
and  interested  individuals  have  spent  countless  hours  and 
immeasurable  effort  in  compiling  specific  comments  to  the  RMP  and 
have  even  gone  to  the  length  of  drafting  a sixth  alternative,  yet 
you  refuse  to  acknowledge  even  the  slightest  weakness  or 
inaccuracy  in  your  draft.  The  New  Mexico  Senate  and  the  Roswell 
City  Council  have  each  passed  resolutions  calling  for  the 
withdrawal  of  the  proposed  draft.  It  would  seem  as  though  BLM  is 
operating  in  a vacuum,  in  total  ignorance  of  the  tempest  of 
public  opinion  concerning  public  lands  matters.  The  "county 
movement"  seems  to  be  gaining  tremendous  mqpientum,  with  four  New 
Mexico  counties  having  passed  resolutions  and/or  ordinances 
denying  federal  jurisdiction  over  public  lands  and  other  counties 
considering  similar  actions.  Congress  is  contemplating 
legislation  to  return  federally  controlled  lands  back  to^the 
states  or  to  sell  them  outright,  and  Congress  is  considering 
legislation  that  would  mandate  compensation  for  the  devaluation 
of  private  property  by  federal  action.  Bills  have  been 
introduced  to  impose  a moratorium  on  all  federal  regulations  and 
to  reform  federal  rule  making  procedures  to  require  greater 
analysis  of  economic  impacts.  Surely  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  at  some  level,  is  aware  of  the  probability  that 
sweeping  changes  will  be  made  which  will  redgfine  the 
administration  of  public  lands  in  the  West.  These  changes  will 
be  brought  about,  we  feel,  in  response  to  the  ground  swell  of 
popular  opinion  in  support  of  the  position  that  federal  agencies 
regulate,  and  even  legislate,  in  response  to  some  hidden 
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Mr.  David  Stout 
March  U , ‘1995 
Pag«  Three 


bureaucratic  agenda  without  taking  into  com ideration  the 
consequences  of  their  actions  on  the  affected  segaents  of  the 
public.  A priae  exaaple  of  this  is  BLM's  refusal  to  recognize 
the  inadequacies  of  the  draft  RKP  in  spite  of  the  weight  of 
popular  opinion. 

Respectfully  subaitted, 

CHAVES  COCMTY  PUBLIC  LAKDB  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 


cc:  The  Honorable  Bruce  Babbitt 

The  Honorable  Pete  Domenici 
The  Honorable  Jeff  Bingaaan 
The  Honorable  Joe  Skeen 


MA«- ta-»» 
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941550 


IlMno* 

CONSERVATlOa 


SlNATt  jom  KDCmiAL  6^ 

42md  icaSLATuM  • STATl  OF  NEW  MEXICO  < HUT  SfUiON.  1935 
IKTRODDCn)  IT 


A joiirr  moiakL 

kXQlrtSTIMC  nu  lUkXAO  Of  LAMD  MAJUCEKTVT  TO  WITHDRAW  ITS 
ROSVCLL  RC50CRCE  AAlA  MAXACtMEKT  PUUf. 

W1RLA5,  the  of  las!  eaAa|e»«ai,  Oaitad  States 

lepartmeat  of  the  laceriert  la  charged  with  the  MiaageAeot  ef 

federal  lande  and  eloerala  la  Rev  Maxlee;  aod 

VHCREAS  t the  loewell  dietrlet  office  of  the  hureau  of 

land  naoegeeent  hae  vrltteo  a draft  reaource  eanageeeQt  plae 

aod  eovironeeacal  lepact  etatsMot  for  tba  loavell  reeouree 

area  and  a draft  aaaDdsaot  to  the  Carla'^ad  reaource  aaoegaaeot 

plan  and  ecvironmaotal  lepaet  atataeaot]  and 

VUIRLAS.  the  draft  reaource  eacageaeat  plan  affects  uaea 

w 

of  laoda  located  wlthla  Lea,  tddp.  Chavea,  Llocola.  Oalaca. 
tooaaeelt*  Curry*  Quay  aod  Guadalupe  couatleet  aad 

WHXRLAS.  the  draft  reaource  eaaagaMBt  plan  reatrlete 


155-1  No  response  required. 
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(ccaii  CO  N6trtl  1>d6i  vtthls  tb»i«  counclai  o(  tht  ittca; 

2 

and 

3 

WBt1tXA5.  cha  Ttiourea  ma&a|t»«ot  plAO  vtll  affacc  tha 

4 

aanaiaunc  at  fadaral  lasda  (or  ac  laaac  tba  salt  tas  ;aara| 

5 

6 

and 

V 

WETHtAS , tba  buraau  of  laod  uiuiaAant  baa  not  propoiad 

7 

alcamatlvaa  tbac  art  aeooo«icallp  vlabla  aod  banaflelal  to 

1 

cha  araa  acrvad  bf  tba  raaourca  »aoa|amaoc  plan  aod  tbarafora 

9 

to  tba  acata:  aod 

10 

VHXR1X5,  Cbt  elcltaaa  affaccad  by  tba  raaourca  Aaoa|a»aDt 

11 

plan  faal  tbac  &a  laaufflclaat  a*o«At  of  tima  b^a  baao  allo^ad 

12 

lor  tbalr  aul^tla  aad  coanaBC,  charaby  not  pioparly  (oUov1b( 

13 

tba  apirtc  at  tba  ra(olacoc7  procaaa)  aa4 

u 

VSXKLiS,  tba  raaourca  »Afia|amaoC  plaA.  aa  propoaad,  la 

15 

acoaoaXeally  datrlaaotal  Co  rha  atata  baeauia  It  raducaa  tba 

16 

ratum  of  fadtral  royalty  ravanua  to  tba  ataca;  aod 

; i’ 

• 

VQRXA5.  cba  raaourca  aaoaiaBaot  plaa  aa  propoaad  la 

acono&lcally  datrimaotal  to  cba  acata  bacauaa  It  raducaa  Cba 

il  *’ 

viability  of  llTaatock  |railn|  to  tba  a^aai 

NOW,  THlUrORX,  U II  USOLVTD  IT  TBI  UCISUTORE  Of  IHI 

1 

STAT£  Of  STJ  XEXICO  cbat  It  raquaac  tba  boraau  of  laod 

taana^a»aat,  Oolcad  Stataa  dapartAast  of  Cba  lotarlori^a 

k ” 

withdraw  cK#  propoaad  draft  raaourca  ajoagaueoc  plao  and  to 

1 

maka  caTlaiooa  cbat  rapraaaot  oora  raaaooabla  altaroativoa 

*-  25 

tbac  fully  ceualdar  tba  acoooatiea  of  baoaflelal  uaa  of  cha 

.105410.1  * * 
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A^A\  Marathon 

Oil  Company 


PO  8oi  SM 
Mk3U«0  rx  :9702-06M 
T«i«>Aorve  91S.W  16^6 


March  15.  1995 

Ututed  States  Deparutjeat  of  the  lolenor 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Roaweli  District 

1717  Wea(  Second  Street 

Roawell,  New  Meuoo  88201-2019 

Attention  Mr  David  Stout 

RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 


Re  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  DraA  Resource  Management 
Pian/Amendmeot  and  CIS 


E>ear  Mr,  Stout: 


Marathon  OJ  Company  provides  as  an  attacKmenl  to  this  cover  letter  lubstanUve 
comments  on  the  referenced  Roswell  Distnct  Office  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan/EnvironmeDtaJ  Impact  Statement  for  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Areas. 
These  comments  supplement  earber  oral  testimony  given  by  a Marathon  representative 
at  the  Carlsbad  pubbc  meeting  and  a March  I letter  containing  capsule  comments  The 
attached  comments  areorganued  by  chapter/appendix  and  reference  document  sections 
or  specific  page  numbers 

In  addition  to  the  attached  oommenta.  Marathon  encourag<>9  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  carefully  consider  the  comments  received  by  NMOGA.  other  industry 
trade  associations,  and  other  od  and  gas  companies.  Accese  to  federal  pubbc  lands  in 
southeastern  New  Mexico  is  critical  to  the  Penman  Basin  oil  and  gas  industry  Thu 
RMP  process  will  impact  od  and  gas-related  operations  for  years  to  come,  it  u 
incumbent  on  PLM  to  provide  for  future  grorrib  of  the  industjy  on  pubbc  lands  in  s 
manner  that  allows  economic  development  of  the  region's  energy  resources  whde 
protecting  environmental  resources  and  ensuring  continued  multiple  land  uses 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the  attached  comments,  please  coniact*R  F Unger 
at  ihu  office  ^ 


A.  R KukJa 
Region  Manager 
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Chkptar  1 

Tb«  quaitlon  !•  ralMd  In  thl*  opaning  chaptar  raqardlng  vhat 
atipulationa  or  raatrlctlona  ahould  apply  to  gaophyilcal 
aicploratlon.  Hovavar,  llttla  additional  aftort  la  praaantad 
through  tha  raat  of  tha  docuaant  to  answar  that  quaitlon.  Without 
tha  aaparata  analyala  of  gaophyalcal  iasuaa,  thara  la  concam  among 
oil  aj^  g^a  Induatry  saabara  that  ragulationa  dlractad  at  OHV 
traffic  would  bo  Incorractly  appllad  to  gaophyalcal  oparatlons. 
Advancaacnts  In  gaophyalcal  tachnology  bava  raaultad  In  graatly 
laprovad  aucceaa  ratloa  In  drilling  programs.  This  translatss  to 
favar  dry  holas,  lass  ovarall  surfaca  dlsturbanca,  and  optlmlzad 
spacing  and  numbar  of  vails.  As  a consaguanca,  tha  RXP  docusant 
should  ancouraga  usa  of  geophysical  tachnlguas  rather  than  restrict 
Its  usa  by  tha  misapplication  of  stipulations  designed  for 
rapaatad,  off-highway,  rscreatlonal  uses  of  public  lands. 

Chapter  a 


2 

3 


In  tha  ’Management  Common  to  All  Altamatlvas*  section,  tha 
described  standard  practice  would  ragulra  burial  of  all  oil  and  gas 
related  pipelines,  with  minor  exceptions.  Marathon  concurs  that 
major  pipelines  should  be  buried,  but  encourages  BLM  to  modify  this 
section  so  that  burial  of  on-leasa  flowllnas  linking  vallheads  and 
production  facilltlas  would  ba  left  to  operator  discretion.  In 
some  cases,  allowing  surfaca  lines  would  reduce  surfaca  dlsturbanca 
Impacts  without  Impairing  other  uses  of  tha  public  lands.  Also  In 
this  section  (and  In  the  resainder  of  tha  document),  BLM  needs  to 
acknowledge  the  oil  and  gas  Industry  RCRA  exemption  and  patrolaum 
exclusion  under  CERCLA  when  addressing  Batardous  Materials 
Management. 


4 


In  th«  description  of  fluid  sinerals  issus^  for  all  altsmatlvass 
the  docunent  should  indicate  that  disposal  of  produced  water  (in 
pits)  would  be  done  io  cospl lance  with  Onehore  Oil  and  Gas  Order 
Ho.  7. 


5 


In  the  section  on  Alternative  K ^Preferred),  the  tables  and 
discussion  regarding  areas  open  to  leasing  and  developaent  need  to 
be  sore  aboveboard.  As  presented,  the  text  Infers  that  the  great 
majority  of  the  land  is  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development.  The  tables  specify  only  relatively  small  land  tracts 
and  percentages  of  total  acres  as  controlled  (open  to  leasing  with 
controlled  surface  use;  no  surface  occupancy)  or  closed  altogether. 
However,  the  broad  application  of  stipulations  and  surface  use 
restrictions  (as  contained  in  Appendices  1,  4,  5)  in  reality 
withdraws  much  more  acreage  from  development  than  Indicated.  Thus, 
the  potential  impacts  to  the  oil  and  gas  industry  are  not  readily 


5 

6 

7 


8 


9 
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Draft  Raaourca  Managamant  Plan 
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pmrcaivad.  Tha  closura  of  mora  acraaga  to  oil  and  gaa  laaalng  and 
davalopmant  dua  to  thaaa  atipulationa  naada  to  b«  mora  accurataly 
raflmctad  In  thla  aactlon. 

On  Paga  2-l«l  ragardlng  aalaabla  alnarala,  tha  raclamatlon  atandard 
for  pita  appaara  to  ragulra  Improvamant  bayond  tha  condition  of  tha 
surrounding  araa.  Thla  la  an  unraallatic  raguirament  and  ahould  ba 
mod  1 f 1 ad . 

On  Paga  I-llS  ragardlng  cava  and  karat  managamant,  a no  aurfaca 
occupancy  raatrlctlon  within  200  matara  of  cava  faaturaa  la 
spaclflad.  Appandlx  3 allows  walvar  of  this  ragulrasant  for 
projacta  that  anhanca  or  protact  ranawabla  natural  raaourca  valuaa. 
Thla  raatrlctlon  ahould  alao  provlda  for  a valvar  for  walla  whan  It 
can  ba  demonatratad  that  davalopmant  actlvltlaa  would  not  harm  tha 
cava/karat  raaourca. 

chaptar  2 

Tha  Oil  and  Caa  Raaourcaa  dlscuaalon  partially  Indlcataa  tha 
Importanca  of  tha  Induatry  to  tha  Stata  of  Maw  Maxlco  and  tha 
Unltad  Stataa  aa  a whola  (ranks  fourth  among  all  atataa  In  tha 
production  of  gaa,  ate.)  but  doaa  not  addraaa  tha  Importanca  of  tha 
Induatry  to  aouthaaat.m  Haw  Maxlco.  Alao,  tha  aactlon  downplaya, 
or  caata  nagatlva  ramarka  about  tha  valua  of  tha  production,  for 
Instanca,  on  Paga  3-2  ona  paragraph  cloaaa  wlthi  "Howavar,  oil 
production  la  dacllnlng  aa  tha  raaarvaa  ara  balng  daplatad.*  Thla 
aantanca  ahould  ba  dalatad.  Yaa,  oil  production  may  ba  dacllnlng 
but  It  la  alao  dacllnlng  In  othar  atataa  aa  wall  and  Haw  Maxlco 
ramalna  fifth  rankad  ragardlng  oil  production.  In  addition,  tha 
natlonwlda  dacllna  In  production  makaa  tha  continuation  of  oil 
production  from  aouthaastem  New  Maxlco  that  much  mora  algnlflcant. 

Also  on  Paga  3-2,  tha  document  aatlmaJraa  that  tha  aurfaca 
<31sturbanca  for  an  active  wall  alts  la  five  acraa.  Thla  la  an 
ovaraatlaata  of  tha  aurfaca  dlaturha.nca  aasoclatad  with  an  oil  or 
gas  wall.  Thla  ovaraatlaata  appaara  to  ba  uaad  throughout  tha 
document  aa  tha  baala  for  asaaa,lng  Impacta  to  vegetation, 
wlldllfa,  and  othar  natural  raaourcaa.  Thla  naada  to  ba  changed 
to  mora  accurataly  Identify  oil  and  gaa  davalopmant  Impacta  In  tha 
Raaourca  Araaa.  Marathon 'a  ongoing  davalopmant  In  Eddy  County 
avsragaa  2.5  acraa  total  dlaturbanca  par  wall  alts  (for  walla  >B000 
fast  deep) . 

Xt  tha  and  of  tha  dlacuaalon  on  Paga  3-t,  tha  document  ahould 
rsflsct  tha  relative  valua  of  tha  all  and  gaa  ravanuaa  ($5B.l 
million  In  1991)  that  ara  contributed  to  Haw  Maxlco  aa  a parcantaga 
of  tha  ovarall  atata  budget.  A mora  thorough  analyala  In  thla 
section  will  damonatrata  that  about  30%  of  tha  money  going  Into  tha 
stata  Canaral  fund  came  from  oil  and  gaa-ralatad  taxes,  royalties. 


156-1  Refer  to  response  27-2. 


156-2  Refer  to  responses  27-1  and  116-7. 


1 56-3  Refer  to  response  112-21 . 


156-4  The  suggested  change  has  been  made.  Refer 
to  Table  34  and  to  the  Proposed  Plan.  Also,  refer  to 
response  164-14. 

156-5  The  application  of  the  conditions  of  use 
described  in  Appendixes  3,  4 and  5 are  not  closures 
of  land  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Refer  to  responses 
112-6,  112-44.4,  112-56,  118-3,  133-1,  143-3,  and 
143-14  for  discussions  of  this  topic. 

156-6  We  believe  the  reclamation  standards  imply 
only  that  reclamation  would  be  conducted  and  that  a 
reclaimed  condition  less  than  that  of  the  surrounding 
area  would  not  be  acceptable.  The  result  of  applying 
the  standards  would  be  reclamation  "equal  to  or  better 
than"  the  surrounding  area,  without  requiring  practices 
that  are  extraordinary.  For  example,  if  a pit  was  in  an 
area  that  was  suffering  from  livestock  grazing  pressure 
and  drought,  we  would  want  reclamation  of  the  pit  to 
approximate  the  expected  condition  of  the  site,  not  the 
damaged  condition.  Or,  if  a pit  was  causing  erosion 
problems,  we  would  require  the  erosion  problem  to  be 
fixed  during  reclamation  of  the  site.  We  realize  that 
once  a site  is  disturbed,  it  never  can  be  returned  to  its 
original  condition;  that  is  not  the  intent  of  the 
reclamation  requirement. 

156-7  The  variability  of  the  200-meter  setback  from 
cave  or  karst  features  (i.e.,  from  no  setback  to  200 
meters)  is  in  itself  a waiver  of  the  requirement.  If  it 
can  be  demonstrated  that  the  development  of  a well 
would  have  no  impact  on  a cave  or  karst  feature,  then 
the  well  would  be  located  where  planned. 

156-8  Comment  noted.  Refer  to  response  70-2. 

156-9  The  five-acre  figure  on  page  3-2  is  probably 
over-generalized.  Appendix  18  has  a detailed 
description  of  the  amount  of  surface  disturbance  per 
well  site,  including  associated  roads,  powerlines  and 
pipelines,  which  totals  about  five  acres.  Our  estimate 
of  disturbance  per  will  site  (drilling  location)  is  1.4 
acres. 

156-10  Refer  to  response  70-2. 
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10 

and  paraanant  fund  aamlnga  during  tha  1991  fiscal  yaar.  Nhlla 
that  flgura  Includas  rsvanus  ganaratad  troa  stata  and  prlvata  lands 
as  wall  as  froa  ths  northwsst  comar  of  tha  stata,  It  shows  bow 
laportant  a hsalthy  oil  and  gas  Industry  la  to  tha  ovarall  aconoalc 

hppsndla  1 

11 

Dlstanca  aa^aclca  should  ba  lialtad  to  no  aora  than  200  aatars  and 
tins  rastrlctlona  (activity  dalays)  should  ba  lialtad  to  no  aora 
than  90  days.  In  addition,  walvars  should  allow  for  ancroachaants 
bayond  thaaa  Halts  whan  nav  tschnologlaa  or  altlgatlva  asasuras 
can  ba  aoployad  that  would  facllltata  davalopaant  with  coaproalalng 
other  rasourcas.  Also,  rastrlctlona  that  orsvant  ooaratlon  and 
na,lntenanca  of  oil  and  gas  facllltlas  batwaan  3t00  a. a.  and  9:00 
a. a.  In  Pralrla  Chlckan  habitat  ara  unraallstlc  and  unnacassary. 
This  restriction  should  ba  allalnatad. 

12 

Dndar  Altamatlva  1,  no  aurfaca  occupancy  la  allowad  within  200 
aatars  of  tha  outar  ados  of  a 100-vr  floodolaln  to  orotact  rloarlan 
areas.  sines  riparian  tonas  ara  ganarally  lialtad  to  arsas 
laaedlataly  adj scant  to  straaa  channals  wall  Inslda  tbs  Halts  of 
tha  100-yr  floodplain,  this  restriction  la  overly  protective. 
Occupancy  should  ba  allowad  up  to  tha  outar  adga  of  the  100-yr 
floodplain  unless  a unique  riparian  raaourca  Is  located  at  tha 
adga.  Tha  restriction  should  ba  allalnatad  or  tha  exceptions  to  It 
Bodlfiad  to  allow  such  occupancy  whan  no  special  riparian  resource 
exists. 

13 

Duns  Sagebrush  Lltard  restrictions  prohibit  surface  occupancy 
within  100  aatars  of  ’suitable  habitat"  In  areas  designated  as 
"occupied  habitat".  Since  tha  study  regarding  tha  Haard  Is  still 
under  way  and  because  of  tha  widespread  nature  of  the  potential 
habitat,  it  aay  ba  praaatura  to  incorporata, restrictions  until  tha 
results  of  tha  study  ara  known.  At  a alniauB,  tha  restriction 
should  ba  applied  only  to  prlaa  habitat  araas  where  distributional 
studies  have  datarainad  a Htard  population  axlsts.  Tha 
restriction  should  not  ba  applied  to  broad  areas  thought,  or 
considered  to  ba,  potential  lliard  hibitat. 

Appendix  4 

14 

Under  Cenaral  Conditiona  of  Approval,  tha  docuaant  needs  to 
acknowledge  in  both  Iteas  2 and  3,  tha  oil  and  gas  Industry  RCRA 
exeaption  and  the  petroleua  exclusion  under  CERCIA.  Tha  last 
sentence  of  Itaa  S naads  to  ba  delated  or  aodlflad.  It  la 
unreasonable  for  tha  operator  to  ba  responsible  for  all  evaluation 
costs  and  altlgatlva  asasuras  for  tha  discovered  resource, 
particularly  when  tha  standard  procedure  is  avoidance  of  cultural 
resources. 

156-11  The  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  have  been  substantially  revised.  Refer 
to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan.  Each  Application 
for  Permit  to  Drill  (APD),  or  other  request,  would  be 
handled  on  a case-by-case  basis  to  determine  if  the 
requirements  could  be  waived.  Requirements  that 
limit  certain  activities  between  3:00  a.m.  and  9:00  a.m. 
are  needed  because  that  is  the  time  of  day  when 
lesser  prairie  chickens  are  active  on  the  booming 
grounds.  The  restriction  is  intended  to  apply  to  major 
activities,  such  as  road  and  pad  construction,  drilling 
operations,  work-overs,  tank  battery  installation  and 
pipeline  construction,  which  would  cause  major 
disturbances  to  booming  activities  in  the  area.  The 
timing  restriction  is  not  intended  to  affect  continuous, 
around  the  clock  operations  that  do  not  require  a 
human  presence,  such  as  pumpjack  operation, 
venting,  or  the  operation  of  separators.  Operations 
involving  a human  presence,  such  as  general 
inspections,  minor  maintenance  of  facilities,  product 
sales  and  gas  meter  readings,  also  could  be  exempted 
from  the  requirement  if  no  booming  ground  is  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  activity.  Again,  waivers  could  be 
authorized  on  a case-by-case  basis,  depending  on  the 
type  and  location  of  an  activity.  The  timing  restrictions 
would  be  waived  in  emergency  situations. 

156-12  Refer  to  response  112-58. 

156-13  Potential  habitat  can  easily  be  determined 
using  the  range  site  descriptions  provided  by  the 
USDA  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
(formerly  the  Soil  Conservation  Service).  Potential 
habitat  is  basically  those  range  sites  classified  as 
Deep  Sand  and  Sandhills  (USDA  1978).  We  have 
narrowed  our  focus  for  habitat  protection  to  suitable 
habitat  and  occupied  habitat.  Suitable  habitat  is  areas 
containing  the  proper  sand  dune  structure,  including 
edges  of  active  dunes,  rolling  sand  hummocks  with 
associated  "blowout"  areas,  and  their  peripheries 
occupied  with  shinnery  oak.  Occupied  habitat  is 
suitable  habitat  where  the  presence  of  the  sand  dune 
lizard  has  been  confirmed  by  the  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish.  The  focus  on 
occupied  suitable  habitat  really  narrows  the  application 
of  the  use  requirements  in  Appendix  3. 

156-14  The  statement  in  Condition  of  Approval  #3  is 
an  agreement  to  indemnify  the  United  States  against 
liability  and  does  not  relate  to  oil  and  gas  activities. 
The  RCRA  and  CERCLA  exemptions  for  oil  and  gas 
activities  are  not  related  to  liabilities  in  this  situation. 
Condition  #3  is  worded  to  be  inclusive  of  all 
contaminants  listed  in  federal  and  state  regulations. 
Also,  refer  to  response  112-21. 
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Under  pipeline  ttlpuletlone,  Itea  17  should  Include  provisions 
si  loving  sn  operstor  to  install  fences^  gstes  or  other  bsrrlers  to 
ressonsbly  prohibit  unsuthorUed  trsfflc*  Xtes  It  should  be 
responsible  psrty  should  be  llsble  for  sny  dsssges 
resulting  from  s pipeline  relesse.  for  Instsnce,  If  s contrsetor 
doing  work  for  snother  conpsny  sccldently  strikes  s line  csuslng  s 
rupture,  Ihst  cospsny  (not  the  HOW  holder  whose  line  wss  dsasged) 
should  be  responsible  for  sny  clesnup  costs. 

> 

I Under  Hoed  Behsbil Itstlon  Specif lest  Ions,  it  Is  unressonsble  to 
require  reseeding  sn  unllelted  nuaber  of  tlses.  Other  revegetstlon 
stlpulstlons  provide  for  vslver  by  the  kO  when  diligent  sttcapts  to 
reseed  hsve  been  conducted.  A slellsr  provision  should  be  Included 
here. 

I Under  the  APO  section,  Itea  it  should  be  sodlfled  to  require 
recontouring  to  blend  In  with  surrounding  terrsln  festures  rsther 
then  *to  resemble  the  orlglnsl  contours*.  Also,  svsllable  topsoil 
should  be  re-dlstributed  (l.e.  only  Halted  topsoil  Is  svsllable  st 
most  drilling  locations). 


Appefidlx  I 
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19 


Tba  followinq  coananta  addraaa  itauaa  cocaon  to  all  altarnativaa 
idantifiad  undtr  thia  aaction.  Whan  drillln9  la  occurrin9  In  a 
cava  and  Xarat  araa,  BLH  ahould  hava  a daciBlon-aakln9 
rapraaantativa  avallabla  on  a 34-hour-a-day  basia.  All  rafaranca 
to  V-pit  daai9n  ahould  ba  allainatad  dua  to  tha  conatructlon 
aathoda  raquirad  and  tha  9aolo9y  of  tha  araa.  API  and  Industry 
standarda  for  burst  and  collapsa  daal9n  ara  aors  than  adaquata  to 
ansura  vallbora  lnta9rlty;  no  additional  rcquir.aants  (for  thlcXar 
casln9)  ara  nacattary.  Annual  bradanhaad  tasts  ahould  only  ba 
raquirad  on  walls  locatad  within  1/2  ails  of  a cava.  Drillinq 
fluids  in  tha  surfacs  and  cava  atrlnqs  ahould  ba  llaitad  to  frash 
water,  coaprasted  air  or  foaa.  Ones  tha  cava  protection  casinq 
atrinq  has  bean  sat,  tha  operator  should  ba  able  to  use  whatever 
drillinq  fluid  it  raquirad. 

Appaadis  IS 

In  the  section  on  surface  disturbances  froa  oil  and  qas 
devalopaant,  Karathon  racoqnizas  that  tha  additive  affects  of 
surface  disturbance  are  fundaaental  to  tha  assessaent  of  iapacta 
associated  with  tha  various  alternatives.  Rowavar,  tha  approach  to 
iapact  assessaent  it  based  on  rastrictiona  to  iialt  surface  use, 
priaarily  in  specific  areas.  Tha  docuaant  provides  little  in  tha 
way  of  quidanca  for  activities  that  can  achiawa  davalopaent  while 
ainiaizinq  surface  disturbance.  BLM  is  ancouraqad  to  include 
provisions  In  the  RKP  docuaent  that  support  construction  of 
consolidated  battarlaa  and  tha  usa  of  off-laata  Baasuraaant. 


156-15  Refer  to  responses  112-72  and  112-73. 


156-16  Refer  to  response  112-78. 
156-17  Refer  to  response  112-87. 


156-18  Refer  to  responses  112-93,  112-94,  and  112- 
95. 


CoBBcnta  on  Roawall  and  Carlabad 
Draft  Resource  Manaqaaant  Plan 
Paqa  S 

Currant  approaches  qanarally  require  atoraqa  tanks,  heater 
traatara,  coaprasalon  facilitlas,  actar  runs  and  other  production- 
ralatad  aquipasnt  to  ba  locatad  at  each  individual  wall  aita. 
Consolidatinq  production  facllltias  at  centralized  battarlaa  can 
reduce  overall  aurfaca  disturbance  by  local izinq  tha  aajor 
disturbance  at  one  site.  Other  banafitt  of  thia  approach  include 
cost  reduction,  enqinacrlnq  desiqn  for  batter  anvironaantal 
controls,  and  siapllfyinq  BLM't  field  auptrviaion  responalbllitiaa. 
Aqain,  BLM  is  ancouraqad  to  Include  provisions  in  tha  RMP  docuaant 
that  auppoirt  off-ltast  aeasureaent,  consolidated  battarlaa,  and 
other  innovative  approaches  to  resource  davalopaent. 


156-19  The  opportunity  already  exists  to  employ 
innovative  practices  such  as  those  you  list.  Oui 
manuals  provide  for  the  approval  of  battery 
consolidation,  off-site  measurement,  and  othei 
practices.  To  date,  the  initiative  to  employ  these  kinds 
of  practices  usually  has  resided  with  industry;  we 
regularly  have  approved  these  practices  wher 
proposed  by  industry.  We  generally  have  not  imposec 
these  kinds  of  practices  on  Industry,  for  obvious 
reasons.  In  accordance  with  your  suggestion,  we 
have  modified  the  text  to  clarify  that  the  opportunity 
exists  for  the  use  of  innovative  approaches  tc 
development.  Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposer 
Plan. 
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M«rcM  IS.  1»S 


Mr  OavK]  SiCK/t 
RMPflS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Ma'^agernem 
Roswell  Dislr>cl  Offtce 
I7f7  Wesl  Secortd  Slreet 
Roswell.  New  Mexico  M201-2019 


Re  Roswell  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Plarv'Environmental  Impact 
Staterr>eni  and  Cartsfcad  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
AmendmcnVEnvifonrr>eniaI  Impact  Stalemerri 


Dear  Mr  Stout 

Yates  Petroleum  Corporatkon  prevtously  submitted  to  the  Bureau  of  Lar>d  Managemerrt.  Roswell 
Otstncl  Office  fts  mrtial  comments  to  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plarv'Environmental  impact  Siaiemeni  and  the  Cadsbad  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan  Amendmeni/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (the  *RMP^  As  noted  m the  mrtial  comments.  Yates 
Petroleum  Corporation  desired  to  submrt  substantive  comments  that  supplement  our  comments 
Pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  the  Dtstna  Manager  Ms  Leslie  Cone.  »n0  the  Co-cha»r  of  the 
NMOGA-lPANM  RMP  Subcorrvrrtiee.  Mr  Greg  Niben.  on  February  21.  1995,  BLM  agreed  to  allow 
supplemental  comments  to  be  filed  on  or  before  Marcfi  tS.  1995  The  commerrts  that  follow  are  me 
Supplemental  substantive  comments  to  wh>ch  we  prevtously  referred  In  addition.  Yales  Petroleum 
Corporation  supporu  the  comments  of  the  New  Mexico  Oil  & Gas  Association  and  the  IrxSependenl 
Petroleum  Assooalion  of  New  Mexrco,  includif>g  the  Resource  Users  Coalition  AilemaUve  F.  wnicft  s 
incorporated  by  reference 


CHAPTER  1 
PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

The  comments  to  Chapter  1 concern  the  overall  flavor  and  perspective  taken  by  BLM  in  prepanng  this 
RMP  As  an  industry  that  makes  extensive  use  of  lands  administered  by  BLM  m Southeastern  New 
Mexico  for  exploration,  dnllmg  and  production  of  oil  and  gas  resources  we  are  very  concerned  wrth  the 
language  m the  RMP  indicating  a negative  aftilude  toward  oil  and  gas  operations  The  PURPOSE  AND 
NEED  for  this  RMP  ts,  to  a great  extent,  to  determine  how  to  sustain  the  yield  of  the  oil  and  gas 
resources  that  have  been  aburxJantly  produced  from  Southeastern  New  Mexico  for  the  past  70  plus 
years  The  only  way  this  will  occur  s for  the  BLM.  which  holds  a substantial  acreage  posrtion,  lo  find 
ways  lo  encourage  oil  and  gas  development  and  manage  ihe  lands  under  its  control  m a way  that  fosters 
and  promotes  this  adivrty 


NOTE:  The  majority  of  this  comment  letter  is 

substantially  the  same  as  the  changes  proposed  by 
the  Resource  Users  Coalition  in  their  Alternative  F 
(letter  1M59).  With  the  exception  of  comments  about 
Appendix  5 in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA,  this  letter  is  also 
the  same  as  six  other  letters  submitted  by  the  oil  and 
gas  industry.  Refer  to  Table  33  for  a list  of  those  who 
submitted  a copy  of  this  letter.  Because  of  the  size 
and  duplicative  nature  of  this  letter,  it  will  not  be 
reprinted  in  its  entirety  in  this  document;  only  the  first 
page  and  the  pages  relating  to  Appendix  5 have  been 
reproduced.  This  letter  is  available  for  review  at  the 
Roswell  District  Office.  Refer  also  to  the  response  to 
letter  tt1 59. 

The  comments  in  this  letter  regarding  Appendix  5 refer 
primarily  to  the  Interim  Guide  for  Oil  and  Gas  Drilling 
and  Operations  in  Cave  and  Karst  Areas  of  February 
1993  (the  "Interim  Drilling  Guide").  The  comments  in 
the  letter  relating  to  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA  have  been 
addressed;  those  relating  to  the  Interim  Drilling  Guide 
have  not. 


YitM  F«oot«en  Corporabon 
ComrrtenU  on  RoowwlCanobad  RMP^lS 
p»9t2e 

These  corrunenls  hava  not  been  made  hghtly  or  without  a great  deal  of  thougM  Wt  an  seriously 
coTKerned  about  the  hearth  and  continued  viability  of  the  oil  and  gas  industry  r New  Mexico  and  rts 
abilrty  to  continue  to  maintain  rts  current  level  of  aclivrty  due  lo  ncreasmg  regulation  and  oversight  by 
BLM  and  other  agenaes  Please  consider  these  comments  and  to  me  fullest  extent  possible  implement 
a management  plan  that  will  allow  the  o«i  and  gas  Industry  lo  remam  a stgoificant  part  n providing  the 
economic  stabilrty  and  benefrts  needed  by  the  State  of  New  Mexico.  Ihe  Unrted  States  of  Amertca.  and 
me  communities  in  Southeastern  New  Mex)CO  and  West  Texas  and  the  people  who  reside  here 


APPENDIX  I 

PRACTICES  FOR  OIL  AND  GAS  DRILLING  AND  OPERATIONS  IN  CAVE  AND  KARST  AREAS 

For  mis  section  we  request  and  adopt  our  rtwnte  of  Appendu  S m our  March  1.  1995.  submittal 
AddtlK>narty.  we  wouW  like  lo  incorporate  the  text  of  a previous  letter  concerning  the  Cave  and  Karst 
DnUing  Guideiines  refereirced  In  this  DRAFT  RMP  References  lo  page  numbers  m this  section  are  to 
the  draft  Bureau  of  land  Management  inier.m  Guide  for  Oil  S Gas  OnliioQ  and  Operations  m Cave  and 
Karst  Areas.  Fabruary  199S 


Yates  Petroleum  Corporation  has  great  concern  over  Ihe  broad  implications  ar>d  mivepreseniations  of 
the  draft  Bureau  of  Land  Manaoemenl  intenm  Gu»de  for  Oil  i Gas  Dnllmo  and  Operations  m Cave  and 
Karst  Areas  We  believe  that  these  guidelines  are  an  attempt  to  do  away  with  dnllrng  for  o*i  and  gas 
Southeastern  New  Mexico  Additionally,  as  drafted,  the  guidelines  exceed  the  authorty  granted  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  to  protect  cave  resources  by  failing  to  denofy  the  caves  for  «rti*ch 
protection  a offered  We  request  mat  these  guldelirm  be  submitted  to  pubK  convheni  prior  to 
implementing  any  of  the  procedures  defined  in  the  draft  Bureau  of  Lar>d  Management  Inlervn  Gude  for 
Oil  i G»?  Dnllino  )iy]  QtitfJlioni  m Clvt  Art>? 


The  largest  misrepresentation  is  the  general  presumption  that  dnlLng  acti>ft>es  will  cause  hami  to 
a cave  If  mis  presumption  was  correct  the  elevator  m Ihe  Carlsbad  Caverns  would  directly  impact  the 
cave  on  a daily  basis  Damage  ts  a comparalive  lean  that  ts  not  defined  anywhere  m the  gudeliries  A 
bore  hole  mto  a cave  will  not  aulomai>caiiy  harm  a cave 


Additionally,  we  offer  these  specjftc  comments  on  Ihe  proposed  dnllrng  gudefinas 
(P»«e  7)  AUTHORITIES/POLIC1E5 

Reviewing  me  statute  cried  granting  authorrty  lo  BLM  lo  manage  caves,  the  Wention  of  Ihe 
gudeiines  was  turned  away  from  what  the  apparent  plain  meaning  and  loient  of  the  statute  The 
protection  offered  by  the  statute  is  for  *tlgn>flcanr'  caves  Ejiampies  of  sdoifcant  caves  art  the 
specific  named  caves  mentioned  in  the  Dark  Canyon  Environmental  impact  Statement  The  cave 
protection  statute  ts  not  drafted  lo  be  al>  inclusive,  insignificant  caves  are  not  des-g^aied  protection  of  the 
statute  implied  m Ihe  statute  is  the  fact  that  the  significant  cave  must  exist  pror  to  requmr>g  special 
treatment  through  regulation  under  the  statute 

Recommendation:  f.  Define  by  example  Ihe  signrficanl  caves  and  what  make  a cave  significant 
2.  Provide  the  precise  location  of  Ihe  ngorficant  caves. 


(P»0e  *) 

Comment; 
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VfltM  ^«(rot«gm 
on  Motwoft/CorHUd  KUP^Clt 
27 
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Currvnt  Ortiling  and  Oparsiuig  PracticM 

1 In  this  saaion.  me  tnierVn  Guide  mivep^eMfits  poleniiit  dan^rt  of  a bfowoul  caused  by 
diining  a w«fl  n cava/VarH  area  in  me  lafi  sentence  on  page  4 and  continuing  onto  page  S,  the  gueJe 
makes  me  repfesantalion  that  a tkmo^A  wtll  occuf  e»  me  cave  envifonment  or  wtwk  dnCling  through  iha 
tnvironmeni  The  mtsTtpresenttiion  Involves  the  fad  (hat  the  pressures  which  cause  the  haisid  of  a 
Wowout  occur  at  depths  bekh*  the  cave  and  not  m the  cave  iself  Furthermore  the  dangers  caused  by 
overpressunsed  loned  are  accounted  for  m the  drlHing  process  by  cementing  casir^  into  piece  to  conuot 
the  downhole  pressures  Any  blowout  occurring  wdl  be  controlled  by  forcing  the  gases  to  bevel  up  the 
casirx)  to  the  suffice,  bypassing  the  cave  completety 

Recommendation:  Rewrite  mis  section  to  include  the  facta  that  the  blowout  may  occur  at  depths 
below  the  cave.  Also,  eiplain  that  the  casing  is  cemented  into  place  to  protect  and  control  in  the 
occurrence  of  a blowout 

2 f4o  where  in  this  sedion  are  the  dnllmg  requirements  of  the  New  Mexico  Oil  Conservation 
Division  discussed  NMOCD  requirements  apply  to  alt  wtils  dniled  m New  Mexico  The  casing 
requirerrrents  established  by  the  NMOCO  ere  based  on  sourv)  engineering  to  provide  safety  and  control 
to  downhole  strudures  and  reservoirs 

Recommendation:  OHcuta  the  requirements  of  the  NMOCO  and  the  protection  offered  by  theee 
aiiating  NMOCD  regulations  and  casing  requirements. 

(P*0«  5) 

Risks  and  Hazards 

1.  While  possible,  the  dangers  and  hazards  discussed  m mo  sedion  over  sensationalize  the 
kmpads  and  dangers  from  drUting  Each  paragraph  in  mis  sedion  presents  potential  occurrences  wfthout 
adequate  explanation  of  the  impad  and  its  possibility  of  occurrence  First  the  nsks  discussed  related  to 
the  dotting  are  not  unique  to  the  cavcAarst  area  The  nsk  of  fishing  /obs.  loss  of  dnllmg  fluids  and  on  the 
fot  accidems  are  assooated  wrth  any  dnllmg  operation  and  not  unique  to  caves  Secondly,  mis  sedion 
implies  that  me  ftuxls  wiR  contaminate  targe  areas  Flux)  migration  due  to  leaks  ei  casmg  or  from  a pit 
will  be  limited  to  the  immediate  area  of  the  leak  due  to  the  industry  practice  of  rr>onitonng  operations  ar>d 
good  stewardship  Thirdly,  this  sedion  represents  that  the  ground  water  recharge  areas  writ  be 
damaged  The  ground  water  recharge  areas  are  not  I'lmrled  to  me  cave^arst  area,  they  occur  throughout 
Southeastern  New  Mexico  and  are  proteded  by  NMOCO  requirerr>ents  Finally,  the  dangers  of  gas  are 
also  misrepresented  No  mention  is  made  of  the  dissipation  of  the  gases  m the  caves.  As  explained  m 
the  cave  dcledion  methods,  air  will  flow  in  and  out  of  the  cave,  constantly  dissipatirig  any  gases  trapped 
Further,  the  fad  that  gases  may  occur  nalurafly  is  notably  missing  from  this  risk  and  hazard  sedion 

Recommendation:  Mora  adequately  discuss  the  risks  and  hazards  directly  related  to  drilling  in 
tha  cave/karst  environmenL  Avoid  the  misrepresentations  discussed  above. 

(P»Q»  5) 

CotniTwnt:  NEW  OPERATING  PROCEDURES 

Detection  Methods 

The  deledion  methods  discussed  as  part  of  the  gudelmes  are  not  practical  for  locating  the 
caves  The  resuns  provided  from  these  methods  are  mcorvciusivc  and  subbed  to  a high  degree  of 
personal  inierpretation  Additionally,  some  of  the  methods  are  very  expensive  and  not  readily  available 
to  operators  To  condud  several  of  these  detedion  methods  the  resources  of  the  Federal  Govemmed 
are  required  to  specificany  locale  caves 


Yates  Petroleum  Coryeraben 
Cemmenis  on  Roewet^ertsbed 
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(1)  Cave  Eiotoration  - This  ia  the  best  method  presented  for  cave  detedion 

(2)  Thermal  Mappmo  (3)  Natural-Potential  Method.  (•)  Aeoai  Photography  - Expensive  and 
fxpenmental.  these  should  be  undertaken  by  the  government. 

(<)  Eledfo-teflufic  SurvevinQ.  (5)  Ground  Penetrating  Radar.  ($)  Resistivity  Survey  (T)  Vertical  Setsmic 
Prefitmc  and  (8)  Hioh  Resdutton  Seismic  Refledioo  Survey  aH  depend  on  i great  deal  of  interpretation 
These  methods  require  the  weQ  to  be  drilled  lo  confirm  or  deny  the  interpretation  made  by  the  speciffc 
last 

Recommendation:  1.  Include  drilling  as  a meant  of  cave  detection.  This  method  would  also 
Identify  the  pretence  of  caves.  2.  Using  the  methoda  which  are  available  to  the  Federal 
Oovemment.  include  an  Inventory  of  apecific  caves  for  which  prolcclion  Is  offered. 

Avoidance  measures 

1.  While  we  agree  that  (1)  Relocation  is  a good  mearts  to  proted  caves,  this  aRemative  should 
not  be  abused  As  writlen.  this  paragraph  requires  the  movement  of  a proposed  vM  SCO  feet  from  any 
lineament  In  many  cases  this  distance  will  be  greater  than  required  to  proted  caves  Previous 
stipulations  have  proteded  caves  with  a required  avoidance  by  a distar>ce  of  300  feel  No  evidence  is 
presented  substantiating  the  addibonal  protedion  zone  included  in  the  draft 

Recomrr>endation:  Write  this  requirement  so  the  distance  moved  ie  *up  to*  SCO  feet  from  known 
caves  as  determined  on  a casa  by  case  basis. 

(P»g«  7) 

2 The  second  problem  with  Ibis  sedion  is  lh«t  < iKempts  lo  ei(und  Ihe  ptoleclion  jone  beyond 
wbet  is  necesssry  to  proted  coves  by  providing  proledion  lo  itnesments  A dired  correlsbon  of 
esislence  between  coves  ond  lineomenis  does  not  exist  bneomenis  ore  only  possible  geologic 
indicotors  This  porogroph  of  the  guidelines  misrepresents  Ihol  lineomeni  indicoles  o cove  ond  thus 
needs  protedion.  As  long  o cove  does  not  exist,  drilling  on  lineomenis  con  ovotd  coves 

Recommendotion:  Remove  oil  references  lo  lineomenis  in  Ihe  distonce  lo  be  moved.  Moke  R 
specific  Ihol  Ihe  move  is  reloled  to  o cov*. 

] A Ihifd  misrepresenlolion  involves  Ihe  MolemenI  me  geologicol  subcommittee  idemfied  o 
selbocA  of  500  feel  Irom  ony  lineomenis  os  • buffer  2on«  needed  lo  ovoid  conflids  with  coves  The 
misrepresenlolion  involves  tvro  elements  (i)  Ihe  existence  of  Ihe  geologicol  subcommittee  ond  PO  the 
oppTicolion  of  Ihe  sel  becA  Mr  Al  Springer,  member  of  Ihe  BOAs  Cove  ond  Korsl  Tost  Forco  ond 
employee  ol  Voles  Petroleum  Corporilion,  wos  not  owore  of  the  existence  of  the  geologicel 
subcommittee  and  provided  infonnolion  Ihol  Ihe  reason  for  Ihe  set  bock  was  o compromise  among 
members  ol  Ihe  whole  Task  Force  The  selbock  was  specifcolly  agreed  lo  lor  dnllmg  Ihe  well  discussed 
in  Ihe  Dork  Canyon  EIS  and  not  sub)ed  lo  general  application  lo  proted  oil  coves 

Recommendation:  1.  Specifcolly  identify  the  members  of  the  geologicol  subcommittee  in  the 
introduction  section  I.  Remove  the  statement  that  the  committee  generally  agreed. 


4 While  possible  Ihe  technology  of  Diredionol  Dnllmg  is  oversimplified  m this  parogrotFi  As 
presented  Ihe  guidelines  present  diredionol  dnllmg  os  a common  industry  pradice  in  dnllmg  However, 
this  drilling  method  is  normally  reserved  for  intercepting  mullipie  verlicol  pay  tones  instead  of  ovexdonce 
of  fuiloce  problems  Funhermore.  diredionol  dnllmg  is  nol  conduded  m Soulheosiem  New  Mexico  due 


157-1  The  detection  methods  discussed  in  Appendix 
5 are  composed  of  the  widest  possible  range  of 
options.  Consequently,  there  is  a wide  range  of  costs 
and  practicality  in  those  options.  Some  of  these 
methods  may  never  be  used,  but  are  included  to 
illustrate  that  a significant  range  of  options  was 
considered  and  is  available.  The  detection  practices 
you  describe  are  listed  in  Alternative  B.  Our  proposed 
course  of  action  (Alternative  E)  relies  on  field 
examinations  and  the  possible  use  of  cave  exploration. 

Although  drilling  definitely  is  a method  of  detecting 
voids,  it  is  the  impact  of  drilling  that  we  are  trying  to 
avoid.  Therefore,  we  do  not  believe  that  drilling  is  an 
acceptable  method  of  cave  detection.  We  maintain  a 
record  of  caves  for  which  protection  is  offered.  We 
consult  the  list  when  proposed  actions  are  received. 
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10  lh«  «jdrt>onal  cofT>plic4tion$  and  expenses  created  try  Itns  metivod  that  do  not  justify  tha  compromiung 
of  bore  bote  integrity  While  mechantcany  po&sibte.  this  method  of  drilling  is  not  economicafty  fea&ibie 

Recommendation;  Do  not  represent  directional  drilling  as  a feasible  solution  and  recommends 
that  the  well  be  drilled  vertically. 

(P»0«  8) 

Comment  MITIGATION  TECHNIQUES 

1.  surface  mitigation  • This  sedion  has  no  direct  bearing  on  protecting  the  caves  No 
correlatfon  between  the  surface  d<slurb<ng  activities  and  caves  are  presented  <n  the  discussion  to  show 
the  need  for  these  reduiremenls.  Surface  mitigation  techniques  are  necessary  when  present  activities 
are  shown  to  cause  present  and  immediate  harm  No  ev<Jence  suggests  that  current  operating  practices 
of  using  piasltc  lined  pits  will  cause  an  effea  on  the  cave  environment.  Present  industry  praoices,  using 
plastic  lined  pHs  are  proven  methods  lo  contain  the  dntlmg  fluids 

Rtcomrricndalion;  Remove  this  section  on  surface  mitigation. 

2.  SUBSURFACE  MITIGATION  ■ The  methods  discussed  in  this  section  are  adequate  lo  protect 
the  cave  resources  Cable  tools  are  a suitable  means  to  avoid  any  adverse  impact  on  caves  during 
dniling  Likewise  m rotary  dnllmg  the  use  of  air  and  fresh  water  in  drilling  are  also  feasible  lo  protect 
any  cave  encountered  while  dnllmg  However,  paragraphs  $ and  6 on  page  9 are  not  needed  to  mitigate 
damages  to  caves 

(P»9<  ») 

Paragraph  S on  this  page  provides  no  foundation  for  the  need  to  exceed  the  unspecified 
standards  of  the  National  Association  of  Corrosion  Engineers  and  Ameiican  Petroleum  institute  The 
presumption  underlining  (his  requirement  is  that  thicker  casing  will  provide  more  protection  Thicker 
walled  casing  will  provide  no  more  proleciion  than  the  normal  casing  used  in  current  dnllmg  operations 
The  belief  of  more  is  better  is  not  justiftcaiion  for  exceeding  the  standards  of  industry 

Recommendation:  Remove  the  words  *or  excetd'  in  the  firsl  sentence  and  the  complete 

sentence  starting  with  "Casing,  with  thicker  walls*.  Additionally,  define  which  standards  of  the 
National  Association  of  Corrosion  Engineers  and  American  Petroleum  Institute  the  casing  must 

meet 


Paragraph  6 on  this  page  contains  two  problems  with  respect  lo  the  lessees  nght  to  conduct 
operations  aher  the  Application  for  Permit  to  Onli  has  been  approved  The  first  sentence  inappropnalely 
assumes  that  when  a bd  drop  of  four  feet  and  lost  circulation  of  rr>ore  than  7S%  indicate  the  presence  of 
a cave,  whereas  the  second  sentence  does  away  with  any  mriigation  and  moves  straight  lo  plugging  the 
well  Bn  drops  and  loss  of  arculalion  are  not  indicative  of  caves  The  sudden  dropping  of  a bit  or  loss  of 
arcuiation  can  be  the  result  of  fast  dnlling  or  encountenng  a loose  sand  Requmng  the  dnllmg  process  to 
stop  ar>d  notify  the  BLM  is  undue  burden  to  place  on  the  operator  and  directly  interferes  with  his  nghts  to 
conduct  the  business  of  dnllmg 

The  second  senience  in  paragraph  6 completely  avods  mitigation,  thus  takir>g  the  lessee's 
property  nghts  The  lerm  mitigation  means  that  the  effects  will  be  Ilmrted.  r>ot  prevented  The 
implication  of  the  last  sentence  in  paragraph  6 allows  the  BLM  to  plug  the  well  at  the  operators  cost  prior 
to  dnllmg  ihe  well  lo  the  determined  zone  prevenlmg  the  operator  to  exercise  the  nghts  granted  m the 
tease  Once  the  APO  for  Ihe  well  is  approved,  the  welt  should  be  allowed  lo  be  dniled  to  total  depth 
permitted  No  authorrty  is  sited  to  provide  authonty  for  the  BLM  lo  stop  dnllmg  once  permitted 

Recommendation  Remove  this  paragraph  from  the  guide. 


157-2  The  impacts  to  caves  and  karst  from  oil  and 
gas  drilling  are  discussed  on  page  4-31  of  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS.  More  specific  information  regarding 
the  effects  of  reserve  pits  on  caves  is  included  in  the 
Final  Dark  Canyon  EIS  on  page  4-3. 

157-3  Comment  noted.  Refer  to  responses  28-5  and 
112-94. 


Yetee  Petroleum  Corporeton 
Corrvnontt  on  RorweA^aiHbee  RUP/ElS 
Peg*  X> 


4 


5 


(p*g«  13) 

Comment:  OPERATIONS  IN  HIGH  POTENTIAL  ZONES 

This  section  requires  information  with  respect  lo  rate  of  penetration,  pump  pressure,  weght  on 
bit  presence  or  absence  of  cuttings  retumirg  to  the  surface  and  other  unspeafied  information  lo  be 
compiled  on  a form  mandated  by  the  BLM  While  this  information  is  customarily  available  at  the  dntlmg 
ng  during  operation,  the  information  serves  no  historical  value  by  being  required  to  be  filed  wrth  the  BLM 
These  guidelines  should  be  simptified  were  possible,  and  not  create  additional  unnecessary  paperwork 

Recommendation;  Remove  the  requirement  thet  (hit  information  be  filed  with  the  BLM.  A 
requirement  that  the  information  be  available  during  drilling  operation  it  tufflcient  to  meat  Ihe 
BLM  needs. 

(Page  16) 

Comment:  RECORD  KEEPING 

We  Question  (he  filing  of  Ihe  information  gamed  dunng  dnllmg  operations  with  the  BLM  outdoor 
recreation  planner  No  rational  exists  for  the  outdoor  recreation  planner  to  know  rate  of  penetration, 
pump  pressure  weght  on  bd.  or  presence  or  absence  of  cuttings  retumirg  lo  the  surface  Furthermore, 
Ihe  information  obtained  dunrg  dntlmg  is  not  cusiomanty  sought  by  (he  general  public  and  only  valuable 
people  wTth  an  engmeenng  background  The  incJusion  of  this  requirement  demonstrates  Ihe  intent  of  the 
BLM  lo  prohibit  drilling  on  pubiK  lands  This  requirement  ts  both  arbitrary  and  capricious  by  requirirg 
needless  information  lo  be  filed  with  a person  who  can  not  use  the  mformabon  for  any  purpose 

Recommendation;  We  recommend  that  rf  this  information  It  required  to  be  filed.  It  be  filed  with 
the  BLM  petroleum  engir>eer. 

We  respectfully  submit  these  comments  If  you  have  any  questions  please  contact  us 


Very  truly  yours, 

YATES  PETROLEUM  CORPORATION 

^huck  Moran 
Landman 


157-4  In  Appendix  5 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA,  we 
specified  that  records  relating  to  drilling  and  cementing 
in  cave  or  karst  areas  and  lost  circulation  zones  would 
be  compiled.  The  intent  of  this  was  to  disclose  that 
information  already  gathered  during  drilling  would  be 
requested  and  made  available  tor  BLM  use.  We  have 
modified  the  text  to  clarity  the  need  tor  information  and 
the  circumstances  under  which  it  would  be  gathered. 
Refer  to  Table  34  and  the  Proposed  Plan. 

157-5  The  Interim  Drilling  Guide  identified  the 
resource  area  outdoor  recreation  planner  as  the 
person  with  which  to  file  drilling  information,  simply 
because  that  person  compiles  and  retains  other 
information  about  caves  (there  was  no  discussion  of 
who  would  use  or  interpret  the  data).  In  Appendix  5 of 
the  RMP/RMPA,  we  stated  that  observations  and 
records  would  be  compiled  and  submitted  to  the 
appropriate  BLM  office. 
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158-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


158  941555 


CRJECORY  J.  MBERT 
P.  0.  Bo>  10 
Roswell,  NM  »gJ02 


Mr  David  Stout 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roswell  District  Office 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell.  NM  S8201 


Re:  Rejoure  Maruifemenl  Plan 


Dear  Mr.  Stout: 

In  supplementing  my  comments  to  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  Resource 
Management  Plan/Ensirotimental  Impact  Statement  and  the  Carlsbad  Resource  .Area  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  .Amendmem/Envirorunental  Impact  Statement,  I am  attaching 
Senate  Joint  Memorial  64  of  the  4’nd  Legislature  of  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  the  City  of 
Roswell  Resolution  No.  2271,  letter  from  Senator  Pete  V.  Domenici  to  .Ms.  Leslie  Cone. 
District  Manager,  dated  February  14,  1995,  letter  from  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  New 
Mexico,  Gary  E.  Johnson,  to  Mr.  Bill  Calkins,  State  Director,  dated  February  16,  1995,  and 
letter  from  Jennifer  A.  Salisbury,  Secretary  of  Energy,  Minerals  and  Natural  Resources 
Department  of  the  Sute  of  New  Mexico  to  Mr.  Bill  Calkins,  State  Director,  dated 
February  16.  1995,  to  make  sure  that  you  are  considering  these  matters  as  official  comments 
to  the  Resource  Management  Plan  and  make  them  pan  of  the  official  record.  In  addition. 
1 am  supplementing  my  comments  by  incorporating  the  comments  previously  made  by  the 
New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Association  and  the  Resource  Users  Coalition  Revision  of  the 
RMP.  which  in  detail  descnbe  the  numerous  substantive  matters  that  should  be  addressed 
and  changed  in  your  draft  of  the  R.MP  As  a life  long  citizen  of  Southeastern  New  Mexico. 
1 would  encourage  you  to  adopt  the  Alternative  F proposed  by  the  Resource  Users  Coalition 
and  adopt  that  as  your  preferred  alternative.  I believe  it  is  essential  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  not  to  establish  any  additional  special  resource  areas  m the  District  and  not 
take  any  action  which  requires  further  management  responsibilities  or  additional 
employment  of  federal  BL.M  officials  within  the  Roswell  Distria. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  supplement  my  prior  comments. 


k'ery  truly  yours. 


Gregory  J.  iVibeJ^ 
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RESOLUTION  HO.  2271 


VTHEREAS,  the  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Manage.'nent  is 
charged  with  the  management  of  federal  lands  and  minerals  in  New 
Mexico,  and 

WHEREAS,  t^he  Roswell  District  office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment has  written  a draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environnental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  and  a draft  Amendment 
to  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan/Environnental  Impact 
Statement,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  affects  uses  of  lands 
located  within  Lea,  Eddy,  Chaves,  Lincoln,  DeBaca,  Roosevelt,  Curry, 
Quay  and  Guadalupe  Counties,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  restricts  access  to 
federal  lanMs  within  these  counties  of  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  and 


WHEREAS,  the  Resource  Managenent  Plan  will  affect  the  management  of 
federal  lands  for  at  least  the  next  ten  years,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  not  made  a good  faith 
effort  to  propose  alternatives  which  are  economically  viable  and 
beneficial  to  the  area  served  by  the  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
therefore  to  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  and 


WHEREAS,  the  citizens  affected  by  the  Resource  Management  Plan  feel 
that  an  insufficient  amount  of  time  has  been  allowed  for  appropriate 
analysis  and  conuaent,  thereby  not  properly  following  the  spirit  of 
the  regulatory  process,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Resource  Management  Plan,  as  proposed,  is  economically 
detrimental  to  the  State  of  New  Mexico  because  it  reduces  the  return 
of  federal  royalty  revenue  to  the  state,  and  reduces  the  viability 
of  livestock  grazing  in  the  area; 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF 
ROSWELL  NEW  MEXICO  that  the  Council  calls  upon  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  withdraw  the  proposed  draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  to  make  revisions  which  represent  more  reasonable  alternatives 
which  fully  consider  the  economics  of  beneficial  use  of  the  federal 
lands  under  their  jurisdiction  in  the  southeastern  New  Mexico  area, 
and 


BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  a copy  of  this  resolution  be  forwarded 
to  the  Roswell  District  office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 


ADOPTED  AND  APPROVED  the  9th  day  of  Harc'h,  1995 


CITY  SEAL 


ATTEST; 


THOMAS  E.  J^N^GS.jHayor 


Ruth  A.  May,  City"  Clerk 


■^Cle 
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7«toru4ry  \i,  IfIS 


Ks.  L4»li«  Coat,  Diatrict  K4XA9«x 
Bureau  of  Laaa  }u:ia;cfte3^ 

ILo»w«lI  Diatrtct  Of£ie« 

1117  V.  fecoad  Siraat 
Boavall,  ttt  II201-201» 
s 

Dear  1U.  Coaa: 

X er  to  raq'aarc  that  the  tSjm  ;rriod  for  public 

ecssast  oa  tba  c^ahUad  9ziit  lot««ll  &*aotrca  Sacaqafcact 
Hai»/3Tivirca.*iaDtal  Impact  ttataxert  <Wt?/51l)  ard  3raft  C^rllbad 
Itaaourcv  Mana^aaert  Plat  Aaafldr.ar.t/'fcviroeaaatai  Istact  Vtatmaot 
(U7A/71S)  be  aqait  c»tetded-  2 appraciata  year  aArliar  axtafUiea 
of  xbi>  cooect  oariod,  aev  due  m •xelx*  oc  March  1«  19tS,  aad 
hope  that  you  elll  coatitue  U>  ''orx  vitb  tae  public  lo  davaiopitff 
a vortable  plao  for  aa^agjjig  1— *l  raaourcef  io  tie  biatrlet. 

U xrou  krow,  oTor  the  par:  icT«nl  ]rearc«  thare  ha«  b*«o  a 
^neraily  datarioratiag  public  parcaptioa  of  tta  fedaril  land 
p^age*cot  agaaciac  it  foothara  Mew  Baxiee.  ItxM  baj  lad  to  tbo 
pa<»ao«  of  caaolctlooc  by  coearal  coouty  cnciatioos  vithia  tbo 
torveli  Dlttrlct.  and  la  tba  taigtborljag  Lac  CTuctc  Blctrlct, 
re^wcetiog  that  actioa  be  taken  by  tba  start  of  V««  Maxiee  to 
soc^o  tat  authority  of  ftatc  atd  local  govtrTJtettt  for  oootrcl 
evox  lcr.de  crrrastly  sanagad  by  tha  fedtral  govortnetu.  Bithougb 
1 do  not  now  aupport  tba  eucriqtt  roltata  of  fadaral  landa  to  tto 
tuatoc,  ttotcially  Ir  the  aboetea  of  any  caliog  by  tbt  Podtral 
Courts,  I M undtrrtaod  tho  Iruttrttion  fait  by  ^ny  ^e«  eaxteabs 
i*  their  doelltga  with  oot  only  tba  Slil.  but  all  tba  fadaral 
agaocias  affacting  the  daily  lives  of  &ai.y  In^riduals  aod  aaall 
eusiasssa*.  2 aI»o  balicva  that  it  is  a aiavaka  for  fadaral 
agancios  to  i^era  public  aaatiMot  ir  tha  hopa  that  rurb  oogattva 
atcitudas  «ill  ai^ly  disoppaax. 

It  is  xy  urderstandit^  that  tba  davaloprapt  af  tba  !>raft 
lu£?/Kl)'ia7k/llt  la  tba  raaolt  of  ewar  two  |#aci  of  work  oo  tba 
part  af  yo-i  asd  j^r  rtaff.  It  Is  a wary  ocxplar.  ai^  lcclu.slv*« 
docvirabt.  eoQtairuaq  evar  ISO  pagea  of  text  (axcludiag  apfatdicaa)  . 
tba  tabla  of  ceatoata  aleaa  ia  I?  pacys  loog.  In  light  of  those 
fans  aleoa,  X ballaat  chat  tint  b-«vity  of  tha  currwou  caaooac 
period  la  iaapprepriat*. 

niia  docuatae.';  it  a broad  retglog  plan  i&taedad  to  tala  ubo  B2Jf 
lb  its  day-to*day  opor*tioas-  coosoguoatly,  ib  ita  final  fora  tbla 
docuaeot  will  ba**  aocixl  acd  aeooosdc  ccnsoquancas  for  Mbf  Vow 


st/u/sl  IS  II  9 


Ks-  Latlio  Cofto 
yabi-iary  IJ,  iff> 
Pago  3 


Naxicaaa.  aad  p^rbapa  aattldoroblo  fiscal  ooo«ogaa»eoa  for  tbo  JIM 
Itself.  I ax  coocaraed  that  tbata  pota«.ciai  car.taguaacaa  bava  »ot 
bacB  given  sda^ate  eer.siderotioo,  ateecially  as  it  relatoa  ta  aa 
ovarevtaesioa  af  the  Bli(  to  effoctleely  eanage  tbe  resouroaa. 
bdditiofially,  ia  tbe  vUw  of  dahy  af  ay  aanstitvacta,  tbia  decuMot 
seesM  to  be  contrary  ta  tbe  principle  af  aultiple-«sa,  establlsbad 
U tbe  Padaml  Lands  Poli^  and  MansgvMat  bet,  aroe«iaiIy  Ij 
relatiot  ta  gratlog  aod  tbe  deweiopaabt  of  leasable  :aiBar4lt«  sucb 
as  oil  and  natural  gas. 

tB  ata,  doa  to  tba  laegtb  of  tbia  draft  doexMat,  its 
potan^ally  large  Icpact  on  soothaeatem  Baw  Kaxiee,  and  tba 
gaceral  dltooatoot  of  tba  local  public,  tba  ti»a  period  for  public 
coKMoe  on  tbic  dccuseot  sl.*vly  oast  be  extended.  Xf  yon  hawt  nay 
gnestioot  or  if  X aey  be  of  any  cssistaaee,  ploasa  do  oot  hesitate 
to  eoatact  Qary  liabt  in  ay  office  et  (303)  334>iotl. 


CC:  State  BLjr  Director,  hill  CalXizs 

Acting  BIM  Director.  Kike  DosbeeX 
Saerctary  of  tba  Interior,  Broco  Babbitt 

7VD/gk» 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 
rr»Ti  oiHTot 

lAVTA  n N[¥  uuicorw 

February  16.  1995 


ice-  (ittfetf  ). 


CARY  E JOHNSON 

COVUMOt 

Mr  Bin  Calkin* 

Stale  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
K74  Rodeo  ^oad 
P 0 Box  2'»115 

Santa  F*.  New  Mexico  87502-0115 


(M1II27-MXIO 


Dear  Mr  Catkin* 

% 

I have  been  advised  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  (BLM)  Roswell  Resource 
Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  CarlsOad  Resource  Area  Drafi  Resource 
Management  Plan  Amendment  (RMP)  could  have  a negative  impact  upon  m*  livestock 
induttry  and  the  extractive  industnes  in  southeastern  New  Mexico,  V the  preferred 
alternative  is  adopted  as  drafted  The  stale  of  New  Mexico  relies  heavEy  on  these 
industnes  to  provide  the  economic  stability  upon  which  the  communities  in  southeast  New 
Mexico  are  dependent  As  you  know,  many  of  these  communities  have  continued  to 
Suffer  both  from  the  economic  downturn  in  the  oil  patch  that  began  m the  1980’s  and  the 
low  pnces  currently  received  lor  potash,  wool  and  beef  While  the  state  has  made 
significant  stndes  to  increase  employment  and  diversify  the  region’s  economic  base,  the 
economies  of  the  communities  m this  region  will  be  adversely  affected  should  federal 
agenaes,  including  the  BLM.  implement  rules  and  regulations  that  reduce  the  amount  of 
aaeage  that  supports  this  critical  economic  activity 

The  revenues  the  state  receives  from  the  federal  government  for  leasing  activity  and  from 
production  are  essential  to  Uie  economy  of  me  slate  Moreover,  the  economic  activity 
assooated  with  the  livestock  and  extractive  industnes  c^  federal  lands  has  a multiplier 
effect  on  the  stale's  economy  To  ensure  the  continued  vitality  of  these  critical  industnes 
and  as  such,  the  economies  of  southeast  New  Mexico.  I urge  the  BLM  to  adopt  an  RMP 
that  will  encourage  economic  activity  on  the  millipns  of  acres  of  public  lands  in  that  region 
of  the  state 


Sincerely, 


Governor 


SI.I.OIN..M...CO 

ENERGY.  MINERALS  anil  NATURAL  RESOURCES  OEPARTMENT 
$«nt«  ft  M«i«co  I7S0S 


February  16.  1995 


Mr  Bill  Calkins 
Slate  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1474  Rodeo  Road 
P 0 Box  27115 
Sania  Fe  NM  87502-0115 


.^0 


Dear  Mr  Calkms 


The  New  MeAco  Energy,  Minerals  and  Natural  Resources  Department  (EMNRD)  makes 
the  following  comments  to  Ihe  Bureau  of  Land  Managemeni's  (BLM)  Roswell  Resource 
Area  Draft  Resource  management  Plan  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  Amendment  (RMP)  Our  greatest  concern  is  that  Ihe  BLM  fully 
recognizes  the  tremendous  conlnbulion  the  oil  and  gas  industry  has  made  and  continues 
10  make  to  the  Stale  of  New  Mexico  This  is  an  industry  that  has  almost  smgiehandediy 
funded  the  stale's  permanent  fund  which  will  be  used  by  future  generations  to  finance 
educational  and  other  stale  programs  The  income  derived  from  oil  and  gas  production 
affects  every  atizen  of  New  Mexico,  it  is  not  |usl  a benefit  to  southeast  or  northwest  New 
Mexico  Obviously,  the  BLM  has  a great  impact  on  the  health  of  the  dl  and  gas  industry 
by  virtue  of  its  jurisdiction  over  substantial  oil  and  gas  producing  regions  in  New  Mexico 

If  the  final  RMP  discourages  oil  and  gas  operations  m southeastern  New  Mexico,  the 
entire  slate  will  suffer  To  avoid  this  disastrous  result,  we  urge  the  BLM  to  consider  and 
adopt  an  alternative  which  will  encourage  oil  and  gas  production  on  federal  lands  m 
southeastern  New  Mexico,  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  regulation,  and  rely  upon 
stale  and  local  governments  to  provide  the  basic  rules  and  procedures  concerning  oil  and 
gas  operations 


Please  give  me  a call  if  you  have  any  questions 
Sincerely. 


Oennifer  A Salisbury 
Cabinet  Secretary 


JAS  rm 
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Marcn  15.  1995 


Mr  David  Stout 
RMP  £IS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Laria  Managernent 
Rosv«eM  Dismci  OMice 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell.  New  Mexico  88201-2019 


Re  Roswell  Resource  Area  Oral*  Pes-urce  Managerrent  Plan'£nvirooneniai 
impact  Siatemer.i  ard  Car'scad  Resource  -rea  Draft  Resource 
Management  P'ar  Amerjmef.i.Envifcnmeniai  impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr  Stout 

^ The  aitacr.ed  piaf*-  'S  a worV;ng  jrafi  <ncofporat.ng  the  Resource  Users  Cca'it-on 
Aitcrnaiwe  F into  the  Rcswei:  Resource  Area  Crati  Resource  Maragemeni  piar^-£'v<'onrr.eniai 
Impact  Slaiemeni  and  CansDad  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendrr.eru  Environmental  impacl  Staiereri  Input  into  this  draft  has  come  from  concerned 
puciic  land  users  including  the  Soulheas'err.  Sew  Mexico  Grazing  Association.  New  Mexico 
CaiMe  Growers  Association  independent  Petroeum  Associahon  of  New  Mexico  and  New 
Mexico  Oit  and  Gas  Acscc.ation  Cna-ges  rrace  n the  dccjrr.ent  and  'ateled  Alternative  F 
represent  a true  anernai  ve  plan  tor  me  rranagemem  oi  me  puciic  lands  m Soutneaslern  New 
Mexico  The  undersigned  nereoy  submit  me  tofiowmg  rewr  te  of  me  aocve  plan  as  suDstaniive 
comments 


/ 

: 

Soumcas'.ein  New  Mrit.:c.Jlawr-r-T5i^A'e'S  “Ssoc-j'‘on 


New  Mexico  Cati'e  Growers  Associai'cn 


Independent  Petroleum  Association  ot  New  Mexico 


March  1,  1995 


lESOUlCE  U3EES  COALmON 


revision  of 


United  States  « 

Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roswell  District  Office 


Roswell  Resource  Area 
Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Carlsbad  Resource  Area 
Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan  Amendment 


Environmental  Impact 
Statement 


159-1  This  comment  by  the  Resource  Users  Coalition 
is  a revision  of  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS  and  Draft 
Carlsbad  RMP/EIS.  A copy  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA 
on  computer  disk  was  obtained  from  the  BLM  by  the 
Yates  Petroleum  Company.  The  Coalition  used  a 
computer  to  integrate  their  proposals  with  text  of  the 
Draft  RMP/RMPA.  The  revised  version  of  the 
RMP/RMPA  was  then  submitted  as  a comment.  The 
document  submitted  by  the  coalition  is  220  pages 
long.  Because  of  its  size,  it  was  handled  differently 
from  other  comments  and  is  not  reprinted  in  its  entirety 
in  this  document.  The  entire  comment  submitted  by 
the  Coalition  is  in  the  RMP/RMPA  public  participation 
record  and  is  available  for  review  at  the  Roswell 
District  Office.  Most  of  the  points  raised  in  the 
Coalition's  comment  have  been  addressed  in  the 
responses  to  letters  #112,  #128,  and  #149. 

Primary  differences  between  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA 
and  the  Coalition  proposal  are  a sixth  alternative 
(Alternative  F)  which  emphasizes  commodity 
production,  and  changes  to,  or  elimination  of,  several 
appendixes.  The  tone  of  the  Coalition  proposal 
reflects  the  commodity  production  interests  of  that 
group,  especially  livestock  grazing  and  oil  and  gas 
development.  A side-by-side  comparison  of  the 
preferred  alternative  (Alternative  E)  from  Chapter  2 of 
the  Draft  RMP/RMPA,  and  the  Coalition’s  Alternative 
F is  printed  in  this  volume,  following  the  responses  to 
comments.  Also  printed  in  this  document  is  a similar 
comparison  of  Appendixes  3,  4 and  5. 

Discussions  were  held  with  representatives  of  the 
coalition  to  address  their  concerns  and  resolve 
differences,  when  possible.  (Refer  to  Chapter  5 of  the 
Proposed  Plan.) 

Refer  also  to  the  response  to  letter  #1 1 7. 
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Indepe.ndent  Petroleum  Association  of  America 

MOt  SomrvTM  ST  N vk 
WA3MIS0T0V  0 C KiiM 

NU/ch  U.  1995 

DCMSt  A tfCiOt 
FAX  .*0.' 

Mr  David  Stout 
RMPtlS  Team  tezda 
Bureau  of  Land  Mana^anent 
Roraell  Disinct  Of^ce 
1717  Wot  ZdJ  Street 
Roswell.  VM  II20I 

Devoir  Stout 

The  tndepeodent  Petroleum  Asaociauon  of  Amenca  is  the  oaijorul  ass<xiauon  represeoung 
iDdependent  producers  across  the  countA  tP  A.\  cooperain  with  state  and  regional  cooperaung 
aasociauoas  m all  of  the  producing  states  and  rthes  on  assoaauons  for  guidance  oo  stale  issues  The 
IfxVpcndest  Petroleum  .Associauoo  of  New  Mexico  and  the  New  Mruco  Od  and  Gas  Associatiofl  formed  a 
task  force  to  STud>  the  draR  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Carlsbad  Resource  A/ea  Amendment 
document  and  have  submitted  extensive  subsuritive  comments  These  groups  6od  the  plan  completeK 
incofisisiefli  with  the  gcials  of  multiple  use  Thjs  R.V1P  calls  for  more  regulations,  more  oversight,  more 
personnel,  more  programs  all  in  a ume  when  sircarrJuung  nd  cost-cuamg  are  more  appropriate  The 
IPA.\  endorses  the  work  of  this  group  and  urges  the  BL.M  to  senouslv  consider  their  commems 

Mans  of  New  Mexico’s  leaders  at  both  the  state  and  fedcraJ  level  have  urged  >ou  to  rethink  >our 
position  and  adopt  a resource  management  plan  which  allows  industA  to  continue  to  exist  on  federal  lands 
The  New  Mexico  state  senate  passed  a resolution  requesting  the  BLM  to  withdraw  the  Draft  Rovalrv 
Management  Plan  (RAfP)  and  to.  “ to  make  misicns  that  represent  more  rcascrjble  alicrrutives  that 
full)  consider  the  economics  of  beneficial  stale  use  of  the  fodcrai  lands  under  their  jurisdiction  is 
souLheastem  New  Mexico  " This  resolution  will  most  likch  be  passed  b\  the  New  .Mexico  state  house  as 
well  Please  bsteo  to  these  leaders,  thev  have  represented  their  states  jflcrest  for  man>  scan,  thev  live  in 
the  state,  and  lhe>  know  what  is  nght  for  New  Sfexico 

B>  imposing  unfair,  and  unworkable  restnciions  on  the  oil  nd  gas  indcstrv.  the  BLM  restncis  the 
fiiture  for  New  Sfcxico  Oil  and  gas  rev  enues  arc  a vital  part  of  New  Mexico’s  economv , oot  onJv  m the 
soulhcasiem  part  of  the  stale,  but  throughout  the  enure  state  1 urge  \ou  to  withdraw  this  d^  RAfP  and 
work  with  not  oftJv  the  oil  and  gas  indusirv . but  all  industries  who  use  the  public  lAnds.  to  formulate  a new 
RM?  which  ensures  the  vsabilirv  of  these  critical  industries 

Sincere!). 

Demse  A Bode 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  6 

1445  ROSSAvENUE.  suite  1200 
DALLAS  TX  752C2-2733 


riP  I < IMS. 


Ms.  Leslie  M.  Cone,  District  Manager 
Roswell  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Lend  Management 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  NX  88201-2019 


Dear  Ms.  Cone: 

In  accordance  with  our  respons ibl ities  under  Section  309  of 
tb*  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA) , the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA),  and  the  Council  on  Envirorjsental  Duality  Regulations  for 
Implementing  NEPA,  the  O.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
Region  6 office  in  Dallas,  Texas  has  completed  its  review  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management's  (BLM)  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Amendment,  respectively.  The  area  covered  comprieee 
about  3,687,000  acres  in  which  surface  and  minerals  arc  federally 
owned,  and  10,338,000  acres  In  which  only  the  minerals  are 
federally  owned.  These  public  lands  are  administered  by  the  BLM, 
Roswell  and  Carlsbad  resource  areas,  Roswell  District,  New 
Mexico. 

In  addition  to  the  No  Action  alternative  (i.e.,  continuation 
of  current  management),  the  DEIS  analyses  the  effects  of  five 
management  alternatives,  each  with  a different  emphasis  on 
environmental  preservation  and  the  availability  of  resources  for 
production  and  development.  The  envirorjaental  consequences  of 
implementing  each  of  these  alternatives  have  been  analyied. 

The  EPA  offers  the  following  comments  for  your  consideration 
in  the  development  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(PEIS) . 

PRErERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

The  BLM's  preferred  alternative  (Alternative  E)  Is  a 
combination  of  the  other  alternatives  (A-D)  which  proposes  to 
provide  as  much  environmental  protection  as  possible  while  still 
meeting  the  agency's  multiple  use  mandates.  He  concur  with  the 
BLM's  determination  that  Alternative  E establishes  a balance  to 
meet  the  economic  needs  while  providing  for  the  protection  of  the 
public's  natural  resources  and  values. 
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AmCTED  EKVlROKMEyr  AKD  EyviROKMEKIAL  CONSEQUENCES 

W«  found  th«  «ff«ct»d  «nvlrorui«nt  to  b«  w«Il  doscribod. 
Kovovor,  tho  air  quality  data  appaara  vary  qanaral  and  tba 
anvlronaantal  consaquances  could  ba  atranqthanad  partalnlnq  to 
oil  and  qas  oparatlona.  Tharafora,  va  racomaand:  1)  Includlnq 

oparatlonal  air  quality  lapacts  with  tha  dlaturbanca  lapact# 
aaaoclatad  vlth  oil  and  qaa  axploratlon  and  davalopaant  drllXlnq 
actlvltlaa  In  Appandlx  II;  and  2)  a)cpandlnq  tha  Impact  analyaia 
to  Includa  mora  daflnltlva  affacta  of  oil  and  qaa  oparatlona  on 
air  quality.  Including  tha  potantial  cuaulatlva  lapacta  of  tha 
23,000  walla  in  tha  two  raaourca  araaa. 

N 

Wa  slao  racoasand  lnc}udlnq  a rafaranca  to  tha  Dark  Canyon 
FBIS  (Dacenbar  1993)  and  a brlaf  dlacuaaion  of  BLh'a  prafarrad 
altamativa  davalopad  in  conaultatlon  with  raprasantatlvaa  from 
tha  oil  and  gaa  Industry,  tha  National  Park  Sarvlca,  EPX,  and 
mambara  of  caving  soclatlas.  Tha  prafarrad  altarnatlva  vaa 
davalopad  to  protact  Lachuguilla  and  othar  cava  resourcaa  through 
tha  daslgnation  of  no  surfaca  occupancy  inslda  tha  Cava  Protac- 
tlon  Zona  (CPZ)  and  cava  avcidanca,  datactlon  and  mitigation 
outslda  tha  CPZ. 

EPA  PglS  RATING 

Tha  EPA  rataa  this  proposad  actlon/DEIS  as  "LO"  l.a.,  EPA 
has  "Lack  of  Objections.*  Our  classification  will  ba  publlshad 
in  tha  Federal  Register  sccording  to  our  responsibility  undar 
Section  309  of  tha  CAA  to  Inform  tha  public  of  tha  EPA's  views  of 
tha  proposed  Federal  actions. 

Wa  appreciate  tha  opportunity  to  review  tha  DEIS  and  provide 
these  comments.  Please  send  two  (2)  copies  of  tha  PEIS  to  our 
office  at  tha  same  time  copies  are  sent  to  the  EPA,  Office  of 
Federal  Activities,  401  M Street,  S.H.,  Washington,  DC  20460. 

Sincerely  yours, 

/ Jana  N.  Saginaw 
A Pegional  Administrator 
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To:  District  Manager,  Roswell  District  Office,  Bureau  of 

Land  Kanageaent,  Roswell,  New  Mexico 
Attention:  David  Stout,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 

From:  ^ Associate  Regional  Director,  Resources  Management, 

Southwest  Region 

Subject:  Draft  Environnental  Impact  Statements  for  Draft  Roswell 

Resource  Management  Plan  and  Draft  Carlsbad  Resource 
Management  Plan  Amendment,  New  Mexico  (DES*94/44) 

Wa  have  reviewed  tha  subject  document  and  have  tha  following 
comments . 

Wa  believe  tha  draft  environmental  Impact  statement  (EIS) 
Inadequately  addressee  sir  quality  impacts.  Tha  air  quality  goal 
In  tha  document  Is  confined  to  one  paragraph  on  page  2-20  which 
stataa  that  maintananca  of  tha  Class  II  air  quality  In  the 
resource  area  will  ba  emphasized.  It  further  atates  that 
"mltlgationa  would  be  developed  on  a case-by-case  baele  to  reduce 
or  eliminate  the  effects  of  BLM-approved  surface  disturbing 
activities  on  air  quality." 

While  citing  the  existence  of  more  then  23,000  oil  end  gas  wells 
in  the  two  resource  areas,  there  Is  no  cumulative  impact  analysis 
of  the  pollutants  emitted  from  those  wells  an  the  four  Class  1 
areas  in  the  vicinity:  Carlsbad  Caverns  end  Cuadaluf>e  Mountains 

National  Parks,  Whits  Mountain  Wilderness  in  Lincoln  National 
Forest,  and  Salt  Creek  wilderness  in  Bitter  Lake  National 
Wildlife  Rsfugs.  A Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  air  quality 
study  conducted  near  Theodore  Roosevelt  National  Park  in 
North  Dakota  showed  that  an  individual  well  can  be  a major  source 
of  air  pollution,  emitting  more  than  250  tons  per  year  of  one  or 
more  air  pollutants  such  as  sulfur  dioxide,  nitrogen  oxides, 
carbon  monoxide  and  hydrogen  sulfide  (WlHiston  Basin  Regions! 

Air  Quality  Study,  Bismarck,  North  Dakota,  November  1990). 

We  strongly  recosmend  that  the  finel  EIS  contein  e cumulative  eir 
quality  impact  analysis. 


161-1  The  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  addresses  potential 
impacts  of  various  management  alternatives  including 
oil  and  gas  development.  Air  quality  is  not  discussed 
at  length  because  adverse  impacts  are  not  expected 
to  be  significant.  This  determination  is  based  on  state 
restrictions  (as  described  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA  on 
Page  API  5-9)  that  prohibit  the  venting  or  flaring  of 
natural  gas  from  oil  and  gas  facilities  except  under 
limited  conditions.  When  venting  or  flaring,  an 
operator  must  obtain  a state-issued  air  pollution 
emission  permit,  with  specified  control  technology  and 
operating  conditions  as  identified  in  the  EPA-approved 
State  Implementation  Plan.  Also,  any  activity 

approved  or  initiated  by  the  BLM  must  comply  with  all 
applicable  local,  state,  and  federal  air  quality  laws, 
regulations  and  standards. 

No  significant,  adverse  air  quality  impacts  are 
anticipated  due  to  surface  disturbance  (fugitive  dust), 
given  specified  land-use  and  revegetation 

requirements  (described  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA  on 
Pages  AP4-1 2 through  AP4-1 5,  and  Appendix  1 5),  and 
wide  spacing  requirements  of  one  well  site  per  40  to 
320  acres  (on  Page  API  5-10). 

161-2  There  is  a substantial  discussion  of  the  Dark 
Canyon  EIS,  including  the  record  of  decision,  on 
pages  2-4  to  2-6  of  the  Draft  RMP/VEIS.  The 
discussion,  however,  contains  no  mention  of  the 
collaborative  effort  in  developing  the  Dark  Canyon  EIS; 
that  information  has  been  added  in  Chapter  3.  Refer 
to  Table  34,  at  page  reference  3-15. 


162-1  The  Draft  RMP/EIS  addresses  potential 
impacts  of  various  management  alternatives  including 
oil  and  gas  development.  Air  quality  is  not  discussed 
at  length  because  adverse  impacts  are  not  expected 
to  be  significant.  The  discussion  on  Page  2-20 
describes  ongoing  air  resource  management  practices 
that  are  deemed  adequate  and  would  remain 
unchanged  no  matter  which  alternative  is  chosen  as 
the  Proposed  Plan. 
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Th#  dr«ft  EIS,  vhil«  etatin^  th*t  ■ltl9«tion  will  b«  on  • Cftit- 
by*C4S«  b«sis,  doot  not  Idontify  tho  •ltl9«tion  »««»urot  which 
would  bo  oppliod  to  roduco  or  •lloinoto  tir  pollution  fro» 
drilling  ond  oporating  tho  oil  «nd  gos  wtlls.  W«  rtcouiond  that 
tha  final  EIS  Includa  a diacuaaion  or  liat  of  tha  varioua 
•aaauraa  which  will  ba  uaad  to  aitigata  tha  air  pollution  froa 
thoaa  walla. 

Wa  alao  racoaaand  that  tha  affactad  anvironaant  aaction 
(Chaptar  3)  of  tha  EIS  Includa  a diacuaaion  of  air  quality  for 
tha  Carlabad  Raaourca  Xraa.  Air  quality  ia  not  diacuaaad  avan 
though  thata  ara  two  Claaa  I araaa  in  tha  raaourca  araa  (Carlabad 
Cavarna  and  Cuadalupa  Mountaina  National  Parka)  and  thara  ara 
■any  aourcaa  of  air  pollution  in  tha  araa«  including  oil  and  gaa 
walla  and  potaah  planta. 

Tha  air  raaourcaa  aaction  partalnlng  to  tha  Roawall  Raaourca  Araa 
•hbuld  alao  includa  a diacuaaion  of  air  quality  concarna  ralatad 
to  oil  and  gas  davalopaant.  This  aaction  citas  air  pollution 
aourcas  auch  as  actor  vahiclaa,  bloving  duat.  dirt  roada,  and 
combustion  at  ma^or  industrial  aitaa  but  doaa  not  discuss  air 
pollution  from  oil  and  gaa  davalopmant. 

Tha  anvironmantal  conaaquencaa  aaction  (Chaptar  4)  of  tha  draft 
EIS  doaa  not  includa  a discussion  of  air  quality.  This  ia 
aonavhat  surprising  considaring  tha  numaroua  air  pollution 
aourcaa  in  tha  raaourca  areas  which  could  have  adverse  impacts  on 
tha  four  nearby  Class  I araaa  and  thair  air  pollution-aanaitiva 
rasourcaa  (known  as  air  quality  ralatad  values  - AORVli)  • These 
AQRVa  Includa  visibility,  planta,  animals,  soils,  water  quality, 
and  cultural  and  historic  resources. 

In  fact,  tha  Assistant  Secretary  of  tha  Interior  for  Pish  and 
Wildlife  and  Parks,  tha  Federal  land  manager  under  tha  Clean  Air 
Act,  certified  to  tha  Environmental  Protection  Agency  that  thara 
is  visibility  impairmant  at  all  National  Park  Service  Class  I 
areas  in  tha  lower  48  states,  including  Carlsbad  Cavarna  and 
Cuadalupa  Mountains  National  Parka,  caused  primarily  by  regional 
hare  from  multiple  air  pollution  aourcaa. 

Therefore,  we  strongly  recommend  thqt  tha  environmental 
consequences  section  In  tha  final  EIS  includa  a thorough 
discussion  of  air  pollution  impacts  on  tha  four  Class  1 areas 
from  BLM-approvad  activities. 

Wa  appreciate  tha  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments. 


J 


The  "no  significant  impact"  determination  is  based  on 
state  restrictions  (as  described  in  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA  on  Page  AP1 5-9)  that  prohibit  the  venting 
or  flaring  of  natural  gas  from  oil  and  gas  facilities 
except  under  limited  conditions.  When  venting  or 
flaring,  an  operator  must  obtain  a State-issued  air 
pollution  emission  permit,  with  specified  control 
technology  and  operating  conditions  as  identified  in  the 
EPA-approved  State  Implementation  Plan. 

In  addition  to  State  regulatory  authority,  any  activity 
approved  or  initiated  by  the  BLM  must  comply  with  all 
applicable  local,  state,  and  federal  air  quality  laws, 
regulations  and  standards.  Also,  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  documentation  is 
required  for  individual  projects  to  determine  potential 
environmental  effects,  and  to  identify  specific 
mitigation  measures. 

162-2  Given  the  State  restrictions  on  venting  and 
flaring  of  natural  gas  from  oil  and  gas  facilities,  no 
gaseous  pollutant  cumulative  impacts  are  likely.  New 
Mexico  oil  and  gas  operations  should  not  be 
considered  equivalent  to  North  Dakota  conditions.  No 
cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  anticipated  due  to 
surface  disturbance  (fugitive  dust),  given  specified 
land-use  and  revegetation  requirements  (described  in 
the  Draft  RMP/RMPA  on  Pages  AP4-1 2 through  AP4- 
15,  and  Appendix  15),  and  wide  spacing  requirements 
of  one  well  site  per  40  to  320  acres  (described  on 
Page  API  5-10). 


cc: 

Superintendent,  Carlabad  Cavemi 
Superintendent,  Guadalupe  Mountains 


162-3  If  significant  air  quality  impacts  are  expected 
following  a project-specific  NEPA  analysis,  even  after 
all  local,  state  and  federal  air  quality  requirements  are 
met,  we  may  impose  additional  mitigation  measures  to 
further  reduce  potential  impacts.  Although  exact 
measures  cannot  be  specified  in  advance,  they  could 
include  changes  in:  (1)  operations  (e.g.,  flows  or 
timing),  (2)  control  technologies  (e.g.,  reinjection  or 
Selective  Catalytic  Reduction),  or  (3)  facilities  (e.g., 
watering  or  paving).  The  BLM  welcomes  participation 
by  other  agencies  and  the  public  in  developing 
mitigation  measures  through  the  NEPA  "Consultation 
and  Coordination"  process. 


162-4  The  lack  of  a specific  air  resources  section  for 
the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  in  Chapter  3 is  due  to  the 
"no  significant  impact"  determination  for  air  quality.  As 
stated  on  Page  3-7,  "[ejnvironmental  components  in 
the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  that  would  not  be 
affected  or  that  are  not  important  to  the  resolution  of 
planning  issues  or  analysis  of  alternatives  are  not 
discussed  in  detail." 
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Air  quality  within  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource 
Areas  is  expected  to  remain  very  good  given  the 
anticipated  level  of  resource  development.  Most  air 
pollutant  concentrations  are  expected  to  be  well  below 
allowable  standards.  A possible  exception  is  very 
high,  short-term  concentrations  of  particulate  matter 
due  to  wind-blown  dust. 

162-5  Air  resources  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Area 
are  described  in  the  "Affected  Environment"  section  on 
Pages  3-61  and  3-62.  Given  the  lack  of  direct 
gaseous  pollutant  emissions,  and  limited  surface 
disturbance  (fugitive  dust),  impacts  from  oil  and  gas 
development  are  not  expected  to  be  significant. 
Therefore,  they  are  not  specifically  addressed. 

162-6  The  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  addresses  the 
potential  impact  of  various  management  alternatives 
including  oil  and  gas  development.  Proposed  activities 
are  not  expected  to  have  a significant  adverse  impact 
on  air  quality  including  visibility  and  other  air  quality 
related  values. 

As  stated  on  Page  4-1,  "[Chapter  4]  presents  the 
environmental  consequences  of  management  actions 
described  in  Chapter  2...  The  environmental 
consequences  on  some  resources  and  resource  uses 
were  not  specifically  identified  as  planning  issues...  In 
many  cases,  minimal  or  insignificant  impacts  are  not 
specifically  addressed."  Air  quality  is  a resource  which 
is  expected  to  receive  minimal  impact.  This 
determination  is  discussed  in  detail  in  the  first  five 
paragraphs  of  this  comment  response. 
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Ms.  Leslie  Cone,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1717  West  Second  Street 
Roswell,  New  Mexico  68201 

Re:  Resolution  No.  2271 


Dear  Leslie: 

Enclosed  is  a copy  of  Resolution  No.  2271  regarding  the  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  and  a draft  Ajoendment  to  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The 
City  Council  approved  this  resolution  at  it's  March  9,  1995, 
meeting  and  requested  that  this  office  forward  a copy  to  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  inclusion  in  the  comment.  I 
understand  that  the  comment  period  may  have  closed  but  the 
Roswell  Daily  Record  stated  in  an  article  several  days  ago  that 
the  comment  period  had  been  extended  and  this  is  forwarded  with 
this  understanding.  It  is  requested  that  this  resolution  be 
included  in  the  public  comments  regarding  the  draft  Resource 
Management  Plan. 


ThanX  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 
With  best  personal  regards,  I remain 


T^mas  E.  Jennings 
Mayor 


sh 

end . 


Office  of  Mayor  Post  Office  Box  1S38 

(505j  624-6700  - Ext  201 


Rosutll,  S’ew  Mexico  88202  - }$3S 
(505)  624-6VI9  - Fiicstrmle 


163-1  (Excerpt  of  a letter  sent  to  Mayor  Jennings  in 
response  to  his  letter.) 

We  are  concerned  about  some  of  the  points  in  the 
resolution  and  have  questions  about  them.  We  would 
like  to  meet  with  you  and  members  of  the  City  Council 
to  discuss  the  specifics  of  your  resolution,  and  any 
other  concerns  you  may  have  with  the  plans.  We 
believe  such  a meeting  is  the  best  way  to  clear  up 
misunderstandings  and  to  discuss  exactly  what  is 
proposed  in  the  plans.  If  you  want  to  schedule  such 
a meeting,  please  contact  [us].  We  look  forward  to 
meeting  with  you. 


RESOLUTION  NO,  2271 

WHEREAS,  the  Departmer^t  Of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is 
charged  with  the  management  of  federal  lands  and  minerals  in  New 
Mexico,  and 


WHEREAS,  the  Roswell  District  office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment has  written  a draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environraental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  and  a draft  Amendment 
to  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan/Envi ronmenta  1 Impact 
Statement,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  affects  uses  of  lands 
located  within  Lea,  Eddy,  Chaves,  Lincoln,  DeBaca,  Roosevelt,  Curry, 
Quay  and  Guadalupe  Counties,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  restricts  access  to 
federal  landa,  within  these  counties  of  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Resource  Manage.ment  Plan  will  affect  the  management  of 
federal  lands  for  at  least  the  next  ten  years,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  not  made  a good  faith 
effort  to  propose  alternatives  which  are  economically  viable  and 
beneficial  to  the  area  served  by  the  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
therefore  to  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  and 


WHEREAS,  the  citizens  affected  by  the  Resource  Management  Plan  feel 
that  an  insufficient  amount  of  time  has  been  allowed  for  appropriate 
analysis  and  conunent,  thereby  not  properly  following  the  spirit  of 
the  regulatory  process,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Resource  Management  Plan,  as  proposed,  is  economically 
detrimental  to  the  State  of  New  Mexico  because  it  reduces  the  return 
of  federal  royalty  revenue  to  the  state,  and  reduces  the  viability 
of  livestock  grazing  in  the  area; 


NOW,  THEREfORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF 
ROSWELL  HEW  MEXICO  that  the  Council  calls  upon  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  withdraw  the  proposed  draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  to  make  revisions  which  represent  more  reasonable  alternatives 
which  fullv  consider  the  economics  of  beneficial  use  of  the  federal 
lands  under  their  jurisdiction  in  the  southeastern  New  Mexico  area, 
and  ^ 


BE  IT  FLTfTHER  RESOLVED  that  a copy  of  this  resolution  be  forwarded 
to  the  Rcsweli  District  office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 


ADOPTED  APPROVED 

CITY  SEAL 

ATTEST: 


THOMAS  E.  jrNN^NGSi^Hayor 


'puth  A.  Hay,  Clerk 
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Memorandum 

To  Oav.d  Stout.  RMP  ElS  Team  Leader.  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Rcs»vell.  Ne*v  Mexico 

From  State  Sjcervisor.  New  Mexico  Ecolog'ca!  Services  State  Office. 

AibuQuC^que.  New  Mexico 

Subiect  Draft  Resource  Ma''agem,ent  Plans  Erv-ronmenia!  Impact  Statements  lor 

Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Areas 

The  U S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service'  has  reviewed  the  drah  Roswell  Resource 
Area  (RRAl  Resource  Management  P’an.£nv*fon.mertai  Impact  Statement  and  the  draft 
Carlsbad  Area  ICRA.-  Rcsturce  Managerr.ent  Plan  Arrendment.'Environmentdl  Impact 
Statement  (RMP  ElS)  T’-e  Service  offers  these  reco.mmendations  for  your 
conside'ation. 

General  Comments 

Tne  Service  commends  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  BLM)  for  its  efforts  m 
P'oposmg  alternatives  to  manage  puOl'C  lands  However,  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a 
Significantly  diverse  array  of  alternatives.  Council  o*  Environmental  Quality  Regulation, 
Section  1 502. 1 4 of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  states  the  EiS  should 
present  the  erivironmental  impacts  of  the  proposal  and  alternatives  in  comparative  form 
thus  sharply  defining  the  ’ssues  and  provdmg  a clea'  bas'S  for  choice  among  options 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM'-  administers  a lota!  of  17.930.000  acres  within 
the  two  Resource  areas  At  present.  96^  of  that  acreage  >s  open  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing.  1%  open  wth  no  surface  occupancy  (NSOi  'estnctior's  and  only  3%  is  closed 
to  leasing  Alternatives  8.  D.  and  E increase  the  acreage  closed  by  only  1 \ and  all 
alternatives  show  no  -ncrease  m the  acreage  offered  NSC  protection.  It  i$  d^fTcuit  to 
choose  an  alternative  that  o'*ers  no  significant  cha'^ge  m the  marvagemeni  of  oil  and 
gas  activities. 

Mitigat've  features  such  as  buffer  zones  are  too  narrow  (200-400  meters),  and  provide 
inadequate  protection  for  sensitive  species  and  areas  of  environmental  concern  No 
biological  justification  for  these  widths  is  provided  ih  the  document.  Several 
researchers  recommend  no  activities  occur  within  2 miles  of*>aptor  nests  during  the 
nestmg  season  (Jacobson  1974.  Blood  and  Chutter  *978.  Northern  Pipeline  Agency 


1 


2 


2 


1978)  The  Yukon  Wildlife  Depariment  recommervds  a distance  of  2 miles  between 
pipelines  and  nests  (Mossop  and  Milligan  1977)  In  Kluar^e  Nat  oral  Park  m Canada  no 
heavy  equipment  n allowed  withm  2.5  miles  of  a golden  eagle  rest  iTheberge  and 
Gautheier  1978)  The  maionty  of  the  literature  that  was  reviewed  suggests  a buffer 
2one  of  3000  feet  to  prevent  disturbance  The  Service  recommends  a one  mile  buffer 
zone  from  sensitive  areas,  with  the  understanding  that  each  project  is  site  specific  and 
may  require  additional  restrictive  stipulations. 

No  Single  factor  has  been  a greater  cause  of  dec!. re  m wi’di-'e  populations  than  loss  of 
habitat  Habitat  and  habitat  improvement  projects,  must  be  v.eu  distributed  over  a 
broad  geographical  area  To  mamtam  viable  populatior^s  of  w^dlife  species,  sufficient 
resources  and  adequate  environmental  conditions  must  provide  for  reproduction, 
foraging.  restir%g.  cover  and  dispersal  of  animals  Throughout  this  document  there  is  a 
noticeable  absence  of  information  as  to  the  condition,  compos'ticn.  location  and 
acreage  involved  m key  habitat  areas.  Riparian  areas  have  not  been  inventoried  are 
unmapped,  and  there  i$  no  commitment  made  m this  docufr.eni  to  accomplish  those 
goajs  prior  to  the  finalization  of  this  document 

There  is  also  an  inadequate  discussion  concerning  the  actua  amount  of  habitat  that 
has  been  impacted  by  fragmentation.  Fragmentation  a^ects  quality  of  habitat  of  a 
given  spec>es  in  subtle  ways.  It  changes  types  and  qua<  ty  of  the  ioo<S  base  It 
changes  microclimates  by  altering  temperature  and  mo-sture  regimes.  It  changes 
availability  of  cover  and  brings  species  together  which  normally  have  littie  contact, 
thus  potentially  mcreasir>g  rates  of  nest  parasitisrri,  competition  and  predation.  It  also 
can  increase  contact  with  and  exploitation  by  humans  Environrr.entai  ’ragr^entation 
IS  a hab'tat  planning  and  cor’.scrvation  issue  m that  mc'easirig  ''agmcntation  can  effect 
population  persistence  and  diversity  of  species  and  communities 

By  opting  to  make  wildlife  management  an  oppoaurMTy  -nstead  of  a n-a-agement  issue 
wildlife  has  not  been  afforded  equal  consideraiio'*  as  pan  of  the  object. ves  and  goal  of 
this  plan  It  is  impossible  to  make  management  decisions  and  e-.a'uate  the  overall 
cumulative  affects  activities  have  m the  resource  area  w theut  a complete  picture  of 
the  habjtat  and  wildlife  that  will  be  impacted 

On  January  25.  1994,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  joined  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  Forest  Servee.  National  Park  Service  and  Nat  ona'  Marme  Fisheries 
Service  m Signing  a Memorandum  of  Unde'siandng  to  reduce  ‘■slir'gs  of  f-sh.  wiidi'fe. 
and  plants  under  the  Endangered  Spcc  es  Act.  Throwg*’  t^.s  ag-eement.  the  s-gnatorics 
agreed  to  work  tewa'd  achieving  a common  goa'  o*  spec  es  cense'. at-on  through  the 
protection  and  management  of  the  hab'tats  and  ecosystems  upon  which  ih^  ■depend. 
We  see  no  sign  m this  document  of  efforts  to  achieve  that  gca: 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 


Page  18  issue  3 Access.  'Developed  oil  fields  usually  ha^e  aburyJam  .'oad  systems.' 
Comment  The  development  of  pipeline  rights  of  way  and  'oads  remove  exist-ng 


164-1  Current  regulations  for  oil  and  gas  development 
allow  a setback  distance  of  up  to  200  meters  without 
additional  evaluation  or  analysis.  The  200-  and  400- 
meter  setback  distances  were  presented  under  the 
different  alternatives  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  provide 
a distinction  between  these  alternatives.  The  intent  of 
the  RMP  is  to  have  a balance  of  resource  protection 
and  development.  The  one-mile  setback  (which  is 
about  1 ,609  meters)  is  extreme  for  existing  leases  with 
valid  rights.  More  protective  setbacks  may  result  from 
site-specific  analysis. 


164-2  The  intent  of  the  resource  management  plan  is 
to  provide  general  guidance  for  the  allocation  and 
management  of  the  various  land  uses  occurring  on 
public  lands.  Information  regarding  condition, 
composition,  location,  and  acreage  was  used  to 
develop  goals  and  guidance  in  the  plan,  but  was  not 
published  in  its  entirety  because  of  the  voluminous 
amount  of  information.  The  plan  provides  general 
information  about  wildlife  habitat  areas,  proposed 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  riparian- 
wetlands  areas,  and  wildlife  management  concerns. 


164-3  A distinction  must  be  made  between  the  term 
"corridor"  as  used  in  the  comment  and  in  the  RMP.  In 
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habitit  feplact  it  with  a contrasting,  artifictallv  seeded  habitat,  increase  the  influence 
of  poachers  reduce  forage  resulting  m the  loss  of  wildlife.  (Bureau  of  Land 
Management  1991).  The  designation  of  corridors  should  be  discussed  or  considered 
ar>d  cumulative  impacts  of  this  abundant  road  system  should  be  addressed. 

PlQ4  iPd  Pigt  MO  Minfgement  Qppoaunrtv  2:  Wildlife  Habrtat  Manaoemant 
"Management  opportunities  are  those  non-issue  related  practices  or  land-use 
allocations  that  have  proven  to  need  modificition.  Management  concerns  focus  on  use 
conflicts,  requirements,  or  conditions  that  cannot  be  resolved  administratively. 
Management  opportunities  differ  from  issues  m that  they  were  i>ot  raised  as  issues 
dunr>g  the  scoq^r>g  period." 

Comment:  An  issue  is  a clear  aryj  comprehensive  statement  of  an  envirorvnental 
resource  that  might  be  adversely  affected  by  some  specific  activities  that  are  part  of 
the  proposed  way  to  meet  some  objectives  Opponunrties  are  actions  that  could  be 
tak^n  to  improve  a resource  that  would  r>ot  be  affected  by  meeting  the  objectives,  but 
art  located  within  the  general  vicmity  of  the  proposed  action.  They  are  not  within  the 
formal  scope  of  the  analyses  because  they  do  not  meet  the  stated  objectives,  not 
because  they  were  r>ot  raised  during  the  scoping  penod. 

The  objective  of  the  Roswell  RMP  and  the  Carlsbad  RMP  Amendment  is  to  provx5e  the 
framework  for  managing  the  public  lands  ar>d  resources  and  allocatir>g  theK  uses. 
Wildlife  habitat  marvagement  may  not  have  been  addressed  during  the  scoping  period, 
but  It  IS  an  integral  pan  of  the  objective  and  will  be  affected  by  the  actions  agread  to  in 
this  management  plan.  Section  102  B of  the  NEPA  authort^es.  directs  ar>d  insures  that 
environmental  amenities  and  values  be  given  appropriate  consideration  m decision 
making  along  with  economic  arid  technical  considerations.  Therefore,  wildlife  habitat 
management  should  be  an  addressed  as  an  issue  in  this  document  ar>d  r>ot  an 
opportunity. 

Page  1-12  Ammel  Demeoe  Control.  "The  topic  of  smmal  damage  control  (ADC)  is  ry>i 
addressed  m the  Roswell  RMP.  The  ADC  program  is  administered  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.” 

Comment;  BLM  is  uftimalely  responsible  for  the  activities  that  occur  on  public  laryls. 
Therefore,  guidance  for  those  activities  by  generalizir>g  control  areas  and  methods 
should  be  included  the  RMP/EIS.  Adjustments  could  be  made  to  meet  short-term, 
site-speofic  needs  as  necessary.  Cumulative  impacts  of  these  actions  together  with 
iryfirect  effects  on  r>ative  wildlife  populations  should  be  addressed. 

Paoe  1-15  Livestock  Grazino.  "The  East  Roswell  Grazing  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  Management  Framework  PlanTEnvifonmental 
Impact  Statement  provide  program  guidance  for  the  grazing  of  livestock  on  public  lands 
in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area." 

Comment;  The  degradation  of  certain  habitats  affects  the  ability  of  other  resources  to 
sustain  oil  and  gas  development.  The  East  Roswell  Grazing  plan  should  be  addressed 
in  more  detail  in  this  document  to  allow  for  a more  effective  review  of  cumulative 
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impacts  resulting  from  the  combined  grazing  activities  ar>d  oil  snd  gas  development. 
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Page  2-3.  Minerals  Management  Fluids  Minerals  Manaoemem.  Roswell  Oistnct.  "The 
BLM  would  continue  to  require  oil  end  gas  lessees  to  conduct  opsrations  m a manner 

that  would  mmimiza  adverse  impacts  to  resources,  lands  uses,  and  users 

reasonable  measures,  including,  at  a minimum,  relocatirig  proposed  operations  by  no 
more  that  200  meters  or  prohibitir>g  new  surface  disturbanca  for  a period  of  r>o  more 
then  60  days. 

Comment:  The  distance  arxf  time  required  to  minimize  impacts  is  sits  specific.  This 
document  doe^  not  outline  the  basis  used  for  choosing  200  meters  or  60  days.  No 
agency  should  commit  any  resourcas  prior  to  analyzing  the  actryity  and  saveritY  of  tha 
impact. 


Paoe  2-3.  Minerals  Manaoemant.  Fluid  Minerals  Manaoement.  Roswell  District.  'As  • 
staodard  practice,  ephemeral  arid  perennial  drainage  and  wetland/npanan  areas  would 
be  avoided  as  locations  for  oil  and  gas  related  facilities  including  drilling  locations, 
production  facilities,  roads,  and  pipelines." 


the  RMP,  "corridor"  refers  to  the  location  of  facilities 
such  as  electric  transmission  lines,  pipelines  ten 
inches  in  diameter  or  larger,  railroads  and  interstate 
highways.  We  discussed  the  designation  of  corridors 
in  the  various  alternatives  in  Chapter  2.  We  also 
addressed  the  standard  practice  in  the  Roswell  District 
of  confining  facilities  to  existing  alignments,  minimizing 
width  requirements  and  maximizing  multiple 
occupancy.  Although  additional  corridors  are  not 
identified  in  the  RMP,  the  standard  operating 
procedure  of  consolidating  rights-of-way  is  routinely 
practiced.  The  impacts  of  roads  and  road  systems  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  4 in  a number  of  sections, 
including  the  discussions  of  impacts  to  wildlife, 
watershed  and  recreation. 

164-4  In  the  context  of  the  RMP,  an  issue  orients  the 
planning  process  to  the  significant  resource 
management  problems  and  land  use  conflicts  in  the 
area  covered  by  the  plan.  Issues  are  derived  from 
attitudes,  opinions,  and  beliefs  of  BLM  managers  and 
staff,  the  public,  interest  groups,  public  land  users,  and 
other  agencies,  and  the  data  held  by  these  groups. 
During  the  scoping  process,  wildlife  habitat 
management  was  not  identified  as  an  issue.  Other 
resource  uses  and  management  activities  not  involved 
with  identified  planning  issues  are  analyzed  as 
appropriate  during  the  planning  process.  Even  though 
wildlife  habitat  management  was  not  identified  as  an 
issue,  we  realized  its  importance  and  gave  it  more 
emphasis  and  recognition  than  most  other  uses  of  the 
public  lands  by  identifying  it  as  a management 
opportunity. 

164-5  The  BLM  reviews  environmental  assessments 
prepared  by  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service,  Animal  Damage  Control  (APHIS-ADC)  for 
such  things  as  proposed  control  areas  and  methods. 
Cumulative  impacts  are  addressed  by  APHIS-ADC  in 
their  environmental  assessments.  Also,  refer  to 
responses  65-7,  104-1,  and  115-1. 
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arlsbad  Resource  Area.  "Unless  otherwise  authorized  surface  use  or 
occupancy  will  be  excluded....  within  400  meters  of...  riparian  areas,  wetlar>ds, 
springs,  water  wells,  and  ephemeral,  intermittent,  or  perennial  streams;  raptor  nests 
which  have  been  active  for  the  past  two  years. 


Comment;  These  statements  are  contradictory.  The  document  should  be  more  specific 
as  to  whether  the  areas  in  question  will  be  totally  avoided  or  describe  the  specific 
activities  that  will  be  authorized.  The  document  should  also  discuss  the  basis  for 
choosing  the  distance  of  400  meters,  or  why  any  circumstance  would  allow  such 
development  in  a floodplain.  Buffer  zones  should  be  set  only  after  a complete  and 
thorough  analysis  has  been  made  of  the  activity,  type  of  habitat,  and  impacts  that  may 
occur  if  the  proposed  project  occurs. 


Raptor  nests  should  always  be  protected,  regardless  of  how  long  occupation  has  been 
noted.  Yearly  spring  surveys  should  be  urvleaaken  prior  to^oonstruction  activities 
being  approved.  For  the  protection  of  eagles  and  other  raptors  arxJ  to  avoid 
destruction  of  their  habitat,  seasonal  restrictions  for  construction  have  been  developed. 
If  roosting  eagles  are  fourxf  during  a survey,  r>o  construction  should  be  performed 
during  November  1 to  March  31.  If  nesting  raptor^  are  identified  construction  should 
be  restricted  from  March  1 to  August  1. 

Paoe  2-14  Lands  and  Reality  Management.  Utility  and  Transportation  System.  "Land 
use  authorizations  (rights-of-way,  leases,  permits)  would  be  issued  on  a case-by*case 
basis.  Pertinent  sections  of  the  Roswell  District  Conditions  of  Approvcl  would  be 
applied  to  land  use  authorizations." 

Comment:  To  reduce  the  amount  of  disturbance  created  by  access  roads,  utility  lir>es. 
and  pipelines,  corridors  should  be  established  for  both  resource  areas.  Containing  the 
disturbance  to  certain  areas  would  minimize  habrtat  fragmentation,  reduce  the  risks  of 


164-6  We  addressed  the  impacts  of  livestock  grazing 
in  Chapter  4 of  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS. 

164-7  Refer  to  responses  27-6  and  112-55. 

164-8  Our  disclosure  on  page  2-3  of  the  Draft 
RMP/RMPA/EIS,  is  a general  policy  statement  of  our 
intention  to  avoid  drainages  and  wetland/riparian  areas 
when  locating  surface  disturbing  activities.  More 
specific  requirements  could  be  applied,  if  needed  (refer 
to  those  listed  in  Appendix  3).  The  400-meter  buffer 
discussed  on  page  2-6  was  developed  specifically  for 
management  of  the  East  Guadalupe  Escarpment 
Habitat  Management  Area  to  resolve  management 
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Q 1 contamination  and  help  prevent  the  loss  Or  displacement  of  wilditfe. 

10 

Comryieni;  Lands  and  Reality  Management,  Livestock  Grazing  Management. 

Vegetation  Management,  Pest  Management.  Cultural.  Paleontological  Resource 
Management.  Watershed  Management.  Air  Resource  Management,  and  Wildlife  Habitat 
Manage.ment  have  no  stated  goals. 

Pace  2-21  Fire  Manaoen^ent.  "Manaaement  of  areas  burned  bv  wildfires  would  be 
oeterm.r.ed  on  a case-by*case  basis,  including  the  need  for  rehabilitation,  for  deferment 
of  livestock  grazirvg,  and  for  other  actions  such  as  emergency  OHV  closures. 

Comment:  There  is  no  goal  stated  for  this  section.  Prescribed  burns  can  also  cause 
maior  long-term  modifications  to  habitat.  Some  species  may  benefit,  for  others  it  may 
temporarily  displace  or  eliminate  species  dependent  on  late  stages  of  plant-commuriiy 
development.  Soils  may  be  impacted  causing  reduced  infiltration  of  water  and  increase 
Surface  runoff.  Fire  as  a wddlife-management  tool  requires  careful  study  of  the  biOtic 
community.  ar>d  its  successional  stages,  and  must  be  integrated  into  the  total  land- 
management  practices  on  a landscape  scale. 

11 

Paoe  2-21 . Hazardous  Materials  Manaaement.  "Bureau  of  Land  Manaaement- 
administered  public  land  sites  contaminated  with  hazardous  wastes  would  be  reported, 
secured,  ciearied  up.  or  otherwise  remedied  according  to  applicable  federal  and  state 
regulat'Cr'S  and  contingency  plans  * 

Comment;  No  goal  stated.  Known  contaminated  sites  should  be  identified  in  this 
document  A program  for  such  identification,  assessment  and  remediation  ;s 
conside'ed  critical  to  BLM's  stewardship  of  these  public  lands.  Ecological  assessment 
methods  for  evaluating  the  on-site  and  off-site  ecological  effects  of  these  hazardous 
waste  Sites  should  be  presented.  Applications  like  site  prionti2atton.  waste  and  Site 
characte'-zation.  cleanup,  rcmedialion  assessment  and  site  monitoring  should  also  be 
discussed. 

Paoe  2 23.  Minerals  Manaaement.  Roswell  District.  "Aporoximatelv  449  809  aems 
(3%)  would  be  closed  to  leasing.  In  these  areas,  existing  leases  would  continue  to  be 
developed  on  a case-by-case  basis." 

12 

Comment:  The  timeframe  for  the  retirement  of  the  449,809  acres  is  not  discussed  in 
this  document.  Existing  leases  with  producing  wells  within  those  449.809  ^res  will 
still  be  allo  wed  to  produce  for  the  lifespan  of  the  well  Because  oil  and  gas 
development  continues  to  occur  m those  producing  leases  the  total  acreage  closed  to 
oil  and  gas  would  actually  be  smaller.  Therefore,  leases  that  would  potentially  be 
active  in  these  areas  ider\t>(ied  for  closure  should  be  approximated  and  identified  m this 
document. 

conflicts  in  that  area.  The  two  statements  are  not 
contradictory;  they  apply  to  different  situations. 

164-9  The  lands  and  realty  management  sections  in 
the  RMP  apply  only  to  the  Roswell  Resource  Area. 
Decisions  on  corridors  and  rights-of-way  for  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area  are  contained  in  the  Carlsbad 
RMP.  Also,  refer  to  response  164-3. 

164-10  In  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  actions  listed  under 
"Management  Common  to  All  Alternatives"  will  be 
combined  with  the  actions  taken  from  the  other 
alternatives  to  form  a comprehensive  plan.  The  goal 
statements  in  the  alternatives  will  be  carried  forward 
into  the  Proposed  Plan;  each  management  topic  will 
have  a goal  statement. 

164-11  We  have  no  known  contaminated  sites  to 
address  in  this  document.  If  a site  is  located  and 
found  to  contain  hazardous  materials,  the  site  would 
be  cleaned-up  or  otherwise  handled  under  our 
Emergency  Response  Contract  funded  either  by  the 
federal  government  or  by  the  responsible  party.  We 
are  currently  in  the  process  of  developing  likely  target 
areas  to  inventory  for  contamination  by  hazardous 
wastes.  This  can  only  be  accomplished  with  additional 
funding  and  manpower.  We  cannot  conduct  work 
outside  of  our  authorized  funding  allocation. 
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. rt«w  iuritct  disturbance  may  ba  prohibited  within  200  meters  the  following 
areas,  to  protect  natural  resource  values,  wildlife  habitat  protects  raptor  nests,  fragile 
soils,  steep  slopes,  perennial  streams  and  rivers,  floodplains,  piayes  ano  alkali  lakes, 
springs  and  seeps  ' 


Comment.  Alternative  A describes  how  oil  and  gas  activities  are  handled  at  the 
present  time.  In  the  statement  above  all  these  areas  will  be  avoided  and  oil  and  gas 
development  disturbance  wiM  be  prohibited.  However,  the  Service  has  reviewed  and 
on  certain  occasions,  requested  denial  of  several  protects  requiring  surface  disturbance 
within  the  Pecos  River  floodplain.  This  document  should  be  consistent  as  to  <ts  policy 
regarding  sensitive  areas  as  described  above.  No  surface  disturbance  or  permanent 
structures  should  be  ellowed  within  eny  of  the  above  mentioned  areas  The  method 
for  choosing  the  200  meter  buffer  sone  should  also  identified  .n  this  document. 

Page  2-26.  Alternative  A,  Roswell  District.  "Produced  water  disposal  pits  on  public  land 
in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  would  not  be  allowed  west  of  the  Pecos  River  within  the 
Capitan  Reef  arvd  Back-Reef  areas.  ar>d  within  100-ytar  flpodpiams.  or  near  drainages, 
playas.  water  wells,  or  springs  throughput  the  rest  of  the  district.  In  all  other  a'eas  m 
the  Roswell  District,  disposal  of  produced  water  m lined  pits  woukj  be  permitted  on 
public  lends. 


Comment.  Produced  water  disposal  pits  could  accumulate  contaminants  m the  soils  if 
not  properly  'ined  or  equipped  with  some  mechanism  to  'Centiry  'eaks  Loss  of  nabitat. 
soil  contamination,  and  wildlife  mortality  could  occur  on  either  side  of  the  river. 
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Pace  2 26.  Alte^'^ative  A.  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  *Nc  surface  Occupancy  would  be 
allowed  Within  660  feet  (200  meters  of  the  following  springs  or  r paf'ar  habitat  . 

Comment:  The  reasons  for  choosmg  a 200  meter  buffer  zone  should  be  discussed  in 
this  document. 


Paoe  2-29.  Alternative  A.  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  "Approsimately  89.457  acres  (2 
percent)  would  be  closed  to  future  leasmg  m order  to  protect  special  resources  o'  to 
Support  other  public  uses." 


164-12  We  have  no  reasonable  method  for 
determining  when  oil  and  gas  leases  would  be 
"retired,"  because  the  life  of  each  lease  is  dependent 
on  factors  such  as  petroleum  reserves,  economics, 
and  the  corporate  health  of  the  company  holding  the 
lease.  The  status  of  leases  is  constantly  changing 
because  of  actions  such  as  termination,  lease 
extensions,  segregations,  unitizations,  or  renewals. 
Any  attempt  to  determine  a specific  number  of  affected 
leases  would  be  extremely  difficult  and  result  only  in 
a "snapshot"  that  is  accurate  at  the  point  in  time  it  was 
made. 

164-13  The  section  referenced  in  your  comment  says 
use  or  occupancy  would  be  restricted,  as  provided  by 
regulations,  and  surface  disturbance  may  be 
prohibited.  This  is  consistent  with  the  rights  granted 
by  an  oil  and  gas  lease  and  by  the  regulations 
governing  oil  and  gas  development,  but  is  not  an 
across-the-board  closure  of  oil  and  gas  operations. 
Also,  refer  to  responses  56-2  and  164-15. 


Comment  The  timeframe  for  these  closures  shoulC  be  discussed 


Paoe  2-32.  Altarnative  A.  Roswell  Resource  Area  "Oil  and  gas  activt-ei  would  be 
restricted  withir  wetlands  or  riparian  habitat  areas  along  the  Pecos  Rover  floodp>airi." 

Comment  The  floodplain  should  be  defined  Is  it  the  100-year  flocdpiam> 


164-14  Our  preferred  method  of  produced  water 
disposal  is  reinjection.  In  situations  where  surface 
disposal  is  authorized,  we  would  apply  the  standards 
established  in  Onshore  Oil  & Gas  Order  #7,  "Disposal 
of  Produced  Water",  wherein  it  is  stated  that  lined  pits 
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used  for  the  disposal  of  produced  water  must  be 
equipped  with  a leak  detection  system.  Applications 
for  disposal  in  unlined  pits  are  sometimes  approved  by 
the  BLM  provided  that  they  meet  the  criteria 
prescribed  by  the  order  and  have  been  scrutinized 
through  the  environmental  analysis  (NEPA)  process. 
Generally,  reserve  pits  used  for  drilling  operations 
must  be  lined  but  are  not  required  to  have  leak 
detection  systems.  Emergency  pits  do  not  need  liners 
or  leak  detection  systems. 
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2 42.  AHemgtivc  A.  W.ldlife  Hab.tj;  ManaoerT^ent.  Special  Status  Soecigt  Habnf^ 
Management.  “U-S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Recovery  Plans  woyld  be  implemented. 

Comment;  Recovery  plans  should  be  summanied  to  ensure  objectives  are  being 
attained.  8LM  s policy  regarding  category  ipeoes  should  also  be  outlined. 

Page  Alternative  A.  Pxarian, ‘Wetland  and  Piava  Laiie  Management.  "Oil  and  gas 
activities  would  be  restricted  on  about  8,000  acres  m wetlands  or  npanan  habitat  along 
the  Pecos  River  floodplain." 

Comment;  Th^ location  of  these  8000  acres  along  the  Pecos  River  floodplain  should 
be  identified  arid  mapped. 

Page  2-47.  Alternative  A.  North  Pecos  River  Area.  “Surface  disturbance  created  by  oil 
and  gas  activities  would  not  be  allowed  in  wetland  or  riparian  habitat  areas  in  the 
tlo^piain  Proposed  oil  and  gas  activities.. ..may  be  allowed  on  non-npanan  or  non- 
wetland areas  in  the  floodplain. 

Comment:  This  is  a contradictory  statement.  Policy  regarding  wetland  and  riparian 
areas  should  be  consistent.  Whether  the  area  is  riparian  or  wetland  or  non-npanan  or 
non-wetlarHj.  construction,  arvd  activities  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development 
should  not  be  allowed  withm  the  100-year  fioodpiam. 

Page  2-49.  Alternative  B.  Minerals  Ma'^acement,  Roswell  District  "Produced  water 
disposal  pits  on  public  lands  would  not  be  allowed  west  of  the  Pecos  River,  within  the 
100-year  floodplains  or  within  400  meters  of  drainages.... 

Comment:  The  exclusion  of  disposal  pits  only  on  the  west  side  of  the  Pecos  River  and 
not  the  east  should  be  justified  m this  document  The  entire  floodplain  of  the  Pecos 
River  should  be  protected,  east  or  west.  The  reasons  for  restricting  pits  400  meters  of 
drainages  should  also  be  outlined. 

Paoe  2-50.  Alternative  B.  Table  21.  Comcar-son  of  Current  Roswell  District  Oil  and  Gas 
leasing  Stipulations  with  Proposed  Leasing  Stipulations.  * 

Comment:  Reasons  for  rescinding  timing  restrictions.  Such  as  identified  for  antelope, 
should  be  given. 

Paoe  2-51.  Alternative  B.  Table  2 continued...  Critical  habitat  for  T&£  species  • 
IBluntnose  shiner).  Replace  NSO  with  SUOR.  ' 

Comment.  The  surface  use  occupancy  requirements  for  the  Wuntnose  shmer  should  be 
described. 


164-15  In  the  particular  instance  cited  in  your 
comment,  the  200-meter  setback  was  established  in 
the  Carlsbad  RMP  and  carried  forward  into  the  RMP 
Amendment.  Throughout  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA,  we 
have  proposed  either  a 200-meter  setback  or  a 400- 
meter  setback,  depending  on  the  alternative,  where  a 
setback  of  up  to  200  or  400  meters  would  be 
established,  on  a case-by-case  basis.  For  most 
actions  under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  a setback  of 
up  to  200-meters  is  proposed.  The  200-meter  setback 
is  the  distance  established  in  the  regulations  (43  CFR 
3101.1-2).  Under  those  regulations,  200  meters  is  the 
distance  proposed  oil  and  gas  operations  can  be 
relocated  and  still  be  consistent  with  lease  rights.  In 
an  effort  to  treat  all  resource  uses  similarly,  we  have 
proposed  applying  the  200-meter  or  400-meter 
setbacks  to  most  other  activities.  If  a situation 
develops  that  requires  a greater  separation  distance, 
we  would  take  appropriate  actions  to  ensure  that 
resources  are  protected.  An  explanation  of  the  "200- 
meter  rule"  has  been  added  to  the  introduction  of 
Appendix  3. 

164-16  Refer  to  the  Glossary  under  "One-Hundred- 
Year  Floodplain. 

164-17  The  recovery  plans  were  referenced  in  the 
plan  to  ensure  they  are  addressed  when  reviewing 
land  use  activities  and  developing  resource  activity 
plans.  We  do  not  believe  summarizing  documents 
referenced  in  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS  adds  to  the 
understanding  and  value  of  the  guidance  proposed  in 
the  plan.  The  BLM's  policy  regarding  category  species 
is  in  BLM  Manual  6840,  which  states  that  the  BLM 
shall  carry  out  management,  consistent  with  the 
principles  of  multiple  use,  for  the  conservation  of 
candidate  species  and  their  habitats,  and  shall  ensure 
that  actions  authorized,  funded,  or  carried  out  do  not 
contribute  to  the  need  to  list  any  of  these  species  as 
threatened  or  endangered. 

164-18  The  scale  of  the  maps  In  Alternative  A (and 
throughout  the  document)  is  such  that  the  maps  do 
not  permit  the  identification  of  specific  parcels.  The 
8,000  acres  referenced  in  your  comment  is  an 

1-379 


estimate  for  purposes  of  analysis  of  acreage  that  could 
be  affected  by  restrictions  on  oil  and  gas  activities. 
We  have  not  specifically  identified  every  tract.  The 
scattered  parcels  of  public  land  along  the  Pecos  River 
are  shown  on  the  color  pocket  map  at  the  back  of  the 
Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS. 

164-19  Valid  existing  rights  for  development  of  current 
leases  along  the  Pecos  River  and  other  floodplain 
areas  tend  to  overshadow  the  requirement  of  no 
surface  occupancy  within  the  100-year  floodplain. 
Alternative  A is  existing  management.  If  riparian- 
wetland  habitat  on  a proposed  oil  and  gas 
development  site  is  lacking,  it  would  be  extremely 
difficult  to  deny  development  of  an  existing  lease, 
especially  without  a lease  stipulation  to  that  effect. 
Mitigation,  especially  with  regard  to  threatened  or 
endangered  species,  is  developed  through  the  NEPA 
process  to  protect  these  areas  as  much  as  possible, 
while  allowing  for  development  to  occur  on  some  part 
of  the  lease. 

164-20  The  surface  geology  west  of  the  Pecos  River 
is  characterized  by  fractured  limestone  that  provides 
nearly  instantaneous  recharge  to  fresh  water  aquifers 
in  the  vicinity  and  to  the  Pecos  River.  The  surface 
geology  east  of  the  Pecos  is  composed  primarily  of 
bolson  deposits  overlain  by  evaporites  and  eolian 
deposits  which  are  not  nearly  as  permeable  as  the 
fractured  limestones  are.  Oil  and  gas  development  or 
other  uses  within  the  Pecos  River  100-year  floodplain 
are  discouraged  by  the  BLM,  although  not  absolutely 
prohibited  (refer  to  Appendix  3).  The  reason  for 
restricting  pits  within  400  meters  of  drainages  under 
Alternative  B is  to  reduce  the  odds  of  a drainage  being 
contaminated  by  the  pit's  constituents  during  a flood  or 
spill  event.  The  setback  distance  varies  by  alternative, 
but  the  intent  to  avoid  contamination  remains 
unchanged. 

164-21  The  oil  and  gas  leasing  stipulations  shown  in 
Table  21  are  proposed  for  replacement  by  the  Surface 
Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements  (SUOR)  (see  the 
discussion  on  page  2-49  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA/EIS). 
Resources  would  be  afforded  as  much  or  more 
protection  under  the  SUOR  as  they  have  had  under 
existing  leasing  stipulations.  With  reference  to  the 
timing  restriction  for  antelope,  that  stipulation  applied 
to  the  San  Simon  Swale  Pronghorn  Antelope  Special 
Management  Area,  which  was  dropped  as  a special 
management  area  in  the  Carlsbad  RMP. 

164-22  The  existing  oil  and  gas  leasing  stipulation 
(Roswell  33)  relating  to  Bluntnose  Shiner  habitat 
applies  only  to  200  acres  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource 
Area.  By  replacing  the  stipulation  with  the  Surface 
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Paflg  2 52.  AU^rn^^ve  B.  ftciQufct  Arta.  "In  th«  Carlsbad  RMP  a nombar  of 

areas  were  designated  as  special  ma'^agemant  areas make  the  cont>r>uod  use  of  oti 

ar»d  gas  teasing  stipulations  unr^acessary  on  tha  following  areas  Hue  Spring.  ...Pacos 
Rivar  Corridor... 

Comment  It  >s  unclear  why  tf>a  Currant  stipulations  in  these  areas  are  no  'or>gar 
necessary. 
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Page  2-65.  Alternative  8.  Utility  and  Tfaf>sooftation  System.  "In  defined  esclusion  and 
avoidance  areas  public  lands  would  be  open  to  the  consideration  of  granting  nghts-of- 
way  under  strict  guidelines  that  could  limit  or  eliminate  opportunities  for  locatir>g  rights- 
of  way  * 

Comment:  In  addition  to  identifying  areas  or  circumstances  where  Rights-of-way 
would  be  limited,  the  delineation  of  corridors  for  such  nghts-of-way  would  help  control 
toss^of  habitat  by  fragmentation  and  vegetation  removal. 

Page  2-6S.  Aiiemative  B.  Lands  and  Realty  Management,  utility  and  Traniportaiion 
System  "No  additional  nghts-of-way  corridors  wouM  be  designated." 

Comment:  The  number  of  rights-of-way  corridors  that  aiisi  today  should  ba  kfantifiad. 

Page  2-66.  Alternative  B.  Livestock  Grazing  Manaoamant.  "The  following  art  the 
types  of  estimates,  based  on  projected  demer^d  of  new  projects  that  would  ba 
implemented  over  20  years  ..  .15C  .miles  of  water  pipeline.  ISO  water  development 
projects,  75  miles  of  fence  construction.* 

Comment:  Large  concentrations  of  cattle  ter>d  to  anract  flocks  of  cowbi'di  to  npanan 
areas.  The  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  is  susceptible  to  cowbird  nest  predation. 
Water  development  and  fencing  projects  should  be  more  detailed  and  approximate 
locations  identified  identifying  locations  would  help  distribute  projects  more  avanty. 
avoiding  large  concentrations  of  livestock  and  affactivenass  of  the  project  could  ba 
evaluated  more  easily. 

Page  2-71.  Alternative  S.  Grasslard  Community.  "Vegetation  trealmanif...  masquita 
50  piants’acre... 

Comment:  Selection  method  for  amount  and  typagof  plants  to  be  planted  should  ba 
summarijed-  Fragmentation  of  p'ant  ccr^munitias  should  be  addressed. 

Page  2-72  Alternative  9.  Riparian-Wetlands  Community.  "There  ii  no  current 
management  objective  based  on  Ecological  Range  Site  Goal  for  tha  riparian  wetlands 
community.  Ripar-an  management  objectives  require  more  specific  plant  community 
prescriptions  to  meet  these  goals." 

Comment:  Riparian  objectives  and  specific  plant  community  iftscriptions  that  deal 
with  the  health  and  sustainability  of  tha  communities  should  be  developed  »nd 
incorporated  in  this  document. 


Use  and  Occupancy  Requirement  pertaining  to 
streams,  rivers  and  floodplains,  Bluntnose  Shiner 
habitat  would  be  protected,  wherever  it  is  located  in 
the  Roswell  District.  Refer  to  Appendix  3. 

164-23  The  proposed  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  are  much  more  comprehensive  and 
provide  greater  protection  than  the  very  limited,  very 
site-specific  oil  and  gas  leasing  stipulations  provided 
in  the  Carlsbad  RMP  for  the  special  management 
areas  listed  on  page  2-52  of  the  Draft  RMPA. 

164-24  Refer  to  response  164-3. 

164-25  Refer  to  page  2-14  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

164-26  The  RMP  provides  general  management 
guidance  in  the  form  of  land  use  decisions.  It  also  is 
a disclosure  document,  where  estimates  of  allocations 
are  made  (e.g.,  miles  of  water  pipelines  or  numbers  of 
water  development  projects).  It  is  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  RMP  to  identify  specific  locations  for  range 
projects,  because  project  planning  is  conducted  at  the 
activity  plan  level,  the  next  planning  tier  below  the 
RMP  level.  As  specific  projects  are  planned,  the 
ramifications  of  each  project  are  considered  in  an 
environmental  assessment. 

164-27  We  are  somewhat  confused  by  your 
comment,  since  the  section  you  refer  to  addresses  the 
treatment  (removal)  of  vegetation  rather  than  planting. 
When  considering  treatment  an  interdisciplinary  team 
would  evaluate  proposed  treatments  or  other 
management  options  (see  page  AP1 1-3).  Among  the 
evaluation  factors  are  wildlife  needs,  such  as  the 
distribution  of  the  plant  species  proposed  for 
treatment,  whether  it  is  evenly  distributed,  or  whether 
it  is  located  in  special  features;  in  motts,  for  example. 
These  same  spatial  arrangements  also  would  be 
addressed  in  considering  treatment  methods.  For 
example,  if  a chemical  treatment  was  proposed,  strip 
or  spot  treatment  patterns  would  be  considered  to 
produce  a mosaic  effect.  Planting  projects  would  be 
similarly  evaluated,  based  on  the  DPC  objectives  for 
the  site  being  planted.  Planting  projects  would  be 
planned  on  a site-specific  basis  in  activity  plans. 


164-28  Refer  to  response  127-5. 
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Paae  2-76  Ahernat've  B.  Rio  Bonito  Acquired  Lands  'Livestock  orajmo  on  the 
acquired  Rio  Bonito  lands  would  be  considered  during  the  development  of  a 
management  plan  for  the  area  ...  if  livestock  grating  is  allowed...  it  would  be  held  to  a 
level  at  which  45\  of  current  years  forage  growth  would  remain  after  all  uses." 

Comment;  The  level  at  which  forage  growth  would  remain  cannot  be  set  if  a written 
management  plan  docs  not  exist. 

30 

Pace  2 83  Alternative  B.  Off-Hiohwav  Vehicle  lOHVI  Manaoement.  * Aocrox'rraTelv 
19.200  ac'es  of  public  land  m the  floodpldir's  and  npanan  and  wetland  areas  along 
both  Sides  of  tlj^e  Pecos  River  would  be  designated  closed  to  off-highway  vehicle  use  to 
protect  fipar.an  and  wetland  values.* 

Comment.  The  location  of  these  19.200  acres  alorig  the  floodplains  and  riparian  areas 
of  the  Pecos  River  should  be  identified  on  a map 

31 

Paoe  2-84,  Alternative  B Off-Hiqhwav  Vehicle  (OHV)  Manaoement.  "Aooroximatciv 
1 7.200  acres  encompassing  56  piayas  and  alkali  lakes,  and  the  area  within  400  meters 
of  piayas  and  alkali  lake  would  be  designated  closed  to  OHV  use... 

Comment:  The  total  number  of  piayas  should  be  given  to  thereby  be  able  to  figure  the 
percentage  those  56  piayas  represent. 

32 

Paae  2-84  Alternative  8 Watershed  Manaaer^ent.  'BMP's  would  be  used  to 
minim.'ze  sedimentation  as  a cause  of  nonpomt  source  pollution  m surface 
waters.... 

Comrr^ent;  Od  well  access  roads  are  a great  source  of  sedimentation  and  nonpomt 
pollution  in  surface  waters.  Cumulative  impacts  of  the  exiens've  road  system  should 
be  addressed. 

Pace  2-89  A'temative  B,  Rioarian  Wetland  and  P'ava  Lake  Manaoement.  ‘Lands 
within  400  meters  of  the  source  of  springs  arid  seeps  ar>d  within  200  meters  on  either 
Side  of  the  downstream  riparian  areas  ...  would  be  considered  for  withdrawal  from  all 
forms  of  entry  under  the  public  land  laws  including  general  mimng  laws. 

*Nc  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  up  to  400  meters  of  p'ayas  and  alkali 
lakes,  perennial  streams,  rivers  and  <tood  plams  and  springs  and  seeps 

33 

*An  estimated  3,000  acres  of  federal  minerals  m the  floodplain,  or  within  4!^  meters 
of  the  floodplain  of  the  Pecos  River  m Chaves  County  would  be  dosed  tc  'easing  of 
sol'd  minerals 

Comment.  These  comments  are  inconsistent.  The  basis  on  wh.ch  these  buffer  zones 
were  chosen  needs  to  be  described  «n  this  document.  There  should  also  be  rvo 
difference  m the  buffer  zones  delineated  for  springs  and  seep^  vs.  npanan  areas. 
Guidance  should  be  consistent  and  decisive  to  avoid  misunderstar>dings  among 
agencies  ary}  companies  utilizing  the  area  for  their  activities. 

34 
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^.ge  2-92.  AUgm^tive  8.  Ove^^iow  Wetlands  ‘The  BLM  would  recommend  to  the 
NMDGF  that  jhe  wetlands  be  designated  as  a 'No  Minnow  Semmg  Area'  to  prevent 
the  taking  of  Pecos  pupfish  * 

Comment  The  Service  concurs  with  this  recommendation. 

Page  2-^02.  Alternative  C.  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  "A  va'  ety  of  management 
practices  were  prescribed,  including  O''  and  gas  stipulations  * 

Comment:  SUOR  may  impose  limits  on  direct  effects,  but  it  is  not  clear  how  it  affects 
fragmentation  ^nd  cumulative  effects  Direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  effects  should 
be  addressed 

Page  3-1.  Affected  Environment,  Inrfodjction,  'The  affected  environment  for  the 
Car'sfcad  Resource  Area  discusses  only  those  values  and  resources  affected  by  oil  and 
gas^activities  The  affected  environment  of  the  Roswell  Pesou'ce  Area  d-scusses 
values  and  resources  affected  by  a full  range  of  activities  ' 

Comment.  By  separating  the  two  resource  areas  and  addressing  only  oil  and  gas  m 
Carlsbad,  this  management  plan  ignores  mter-related  ar>d  cumulative  effects. 

Page  3-2.  Affected  Envirorment  Table  88  ‘Table  88  shows  the  number  of  wells 
drilled  m the  Roswell  District  (1904  1591).  The  total  number  of  active  wells  has  been 
estimated  at  27.818  as  of  January  1993.* 

Comment  M.ies  of  road  pe'  square  mite  that  a'e  associated  with  those  27.818  wells 
should  be  calculated  to  determine  cumulative  effects  of  such  activities 

Page  _l-2^_Af  fee  ted  Env^onment.  Qi!  ar>d  Gas  Resources.  Roswell  Dtstng;  'As  of 
January  1991  there  were  approximate  y 27.00C  total  act-ve.  unreclaimed  well  sites  on 
federal  state  and  private  lands  m the  flcswcll  District  Each  of  these  $ tes  currently  has 
an  estimated  five  acres  of  surface  d stu'bance  * 

Comment,  Approximately  135.000  acres  have  been  disturbed  with  apprcximately 
27.000  unreclaimed  well  sites  The  pe*:entage  of  reclaimed  wells  should  also  be 
documented.  What  is  the  schedule  ic  rec'aim  and  restore  these  sites’ 

Page  3 3.  Affected  Environment.  Oil  a^d  Gas  Resources.  Pcsweii  Pistr-ct  ‘The  gas 
industry  IS  mature,  with  recovery  ar.<j  sepa'ation  facilities,  and  pipelines  'or 
transponation  m place  and  potentia'  ma'iiets  identified  For  the  near  f^tj'e.^he 
outlook  tor  natural  gas  -s  more  cp:  rr.  s;,c  than  for  oil  The*e  s a capab-  ty  for 
increased  production  when  ma'kei  de'-'and  increases  * 

Comment  The  impacts  of  all  related  development  should  be  presented  to  enable  the 
reader  to  evaluate  cumulative  effects 


164-29  The  RMP  provides  general  management 
guidance.  As  with  DPC  objectives,  we  have 
established  management  goals  in  the  RMP  for  the  Rio 
Bonito  acquired  lands.  A site-specific  management 
plan  would  describe  how  the  RMP  goals  (decisions) 
would  be  met  and  implemented.  If  livestock  grazing  is 
used  as  a tool  to  manage  vegetation,  the  management 
plan  would  determine  how  the  area  would  be  grazed, 
in  conjunction  with  other  uses,  so  that  45  percent  or 
more  of  the  current  year's  growth  would  remain. 

164-30  Refer  to  response  164-18. 

164-31  Comment  noted. 

164-32  Table  105  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  shows 
estimates  of  cumulative  soil  losses  from  access  roads, 
mineral  pits,  well  pads,  and  rights-of-way.  Most  of  this 
development  occurs  east  of  the  Pecos  River,  where 
the  flat  topography,  dry  climate,  and  general  lack  of  a 
well-defined  drainage  pattern  significantly  reduces  the 
likelihood  of  pollution  of  surface  waters. 

164-33  Each  of  the  three  requirements  referenced  in 
your  comment  relate  to  different  forms  of  mineral 
activity,  authorized  by  different  laws  and  regulations. 
We  proposed  varying  requirements  based  on  such 
factors  as  the  physical  shapes  and  locations  of  the 
various  types  of  habitat  features  intended  for 
protection,  the  requirements  of  laws  and  regulations, 
and  the  amount  of  discretionary  authority  we  have  in 
each  situation.  Each  proposal  for  development  or  use 
would  be  handled  on  a case-by-case  basis  to  avoid 
confusion. 

164-34  Refer  to  the  discussion  of  impacts  in  Chapter 
4 of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA. 

164-35  The  Carlsbad  RMP  is  being  amended  for  oil 
and  gas  management,  only.  Oil  and  gas  management 
for  both  the  Carlsbad  and  the  Roswell  resource  areas 
have  been  integrated  in  terms  of  standardized 
practices.  The  analysis  of  impacts  related  to  oil  and 
gas  management  have  been  discussed  in  the  context 
of  both  resource  areas. 

164-36  Appendix  18  describes  surface  disturbance 
associated  with  oil  and  gas  activities.  Estimates  of 
disturbance  from  well  pads,  roads,  pipelines  and 
powerlines  are  included  in  this  analysis.  This 
appendix  contains  a 20-year  projection,  but  does 
include  the  current  situation. 

164-37  We  cannot  predict  when  reclamation  would  be 
appropriate  on  the  27,000  active  wells.  Estimates  of 
acres  of  reclaimed  surface  disturbance  are  included  in 
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^at  3-7,  Cfltitj  Am  Ngn  tn».a»  l«t»bH  W.ncrtli  Poi»h  ‘Tht,,  •„ 

liv«  cornpimei  mimnj  »nd  rtfpninj  pomh  m iht  >t$ou(c#  »/#•.• 

Comment  Mjny  pleyt  lakes  t>e  used  as  ittm.nal  d>sposat  basins  t<x  wasievyaters 
senerated  from  potash  Ibnnesl  and  oil  and  gas  emactions  Iproduced  waiersl.  In  the 
early  1990  s bird  mortality  was  discovered  by  the  U S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on 
some  of  the  ptaya  lakes  Wildlife  mortality  was  primarily  associated  with  three  playes. 
Salt  Lake.  Lasura  Toston,  and  Laguna  Gatune  Of  the  three  pleya  lakes  only  Laguna 
Toston  received  water  from  potash  mining  activities.  Laguna  Gatuna  was  historically 
used  by  the  Oil  and  Gas  Industry  and  Laguna  Granda  dal  Sal  is  currently  used  for 
commercial  sa|1  estraction.  The  National  Wildlife  Health  Center.  Madison  Wisconsin 
necropsied  carcasses  collected  at  Laguna  Toston  m 1992-93  and  suggested  the 
possible  cause  of  death  as  'salt  toiicosis'  On  July  20.  1993.  the  Southeast  New 
Me *100  Playa  Lakes  Coordinating  Committee  agreed  to  pursue  a detailed 
investigation, mitigation  action  plan  that  focuses  on  the  causes  of  mortality,  interim 
mitigation  at  Laguna  Toston  through  deterrent  activities  and  on-site  development  of 
alternative  habitat  This  document  should  further  identify  the  problem.i  associated  with 
potash  mining,  evaluate  areas  for  proposed  mitrgation  and  restrict  those  areas  from 
further  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

Page  3 25.  Affected  Environment.  Carlsbad  Resource  Area.  Water  Resources  "There 
are  about  350  unlmed  salt  water  disposal  pits  throughout  the  east  side  of  the  resource 
area." 

Comment:  Clarification  -s  needed  as  to  whether  any  of  these  pits  are  playas  If  they 
are,  how  many  e*ist  and  if  they  have  been  reclaimed  should  be  discussed  m this 
document. 
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Page  3-27.  Affected  gnyirporTrent.  CaHsbad  Resource  Area.  B>q  Game  Muit  Qg^r 
’MiTigaiion  area  has  beer>  developed  m the  East  Indian  Basm  O'l  and  Gas  Field 

Development  Environmental  Analysis  <£Af  NM-067-94-123).* 

Comment:  This  reference  should  be  summarized  in  this  document,  thereby  providir>g 
the  reader  with  more  information. 

Page  3-27.  Big  Game  Pronghorn  Antelooe.  “The  resulting  surface  distorbar>ce  and 
constant  operation  travel  and  noise  withm  these  areas  have  redistributed  or  restricted 
antelope  populations  to  areas  of  less  disturbance.  Jn  may  cases,  these  areas  of  less 
disturbance  arc  without  the  necessary  habitat  features...  to  sustain  antelope  or>  a year 
rourxJ  basis.'  ^ 

Comment:  At  an  absolute  minimum,  fragmentation  of  habitat  and  cur^'ulative  effects 
should  be  addressed.  Plans  for  minimizing  the  effects  and  restoring  habitat  should  also 
be  presented. 


Appendix  18.  We  are  continuing  a process  of 
reviewing  all  federally  managed  inactive  wells  and 
requiring  those  wells  either  to  be  returned  to  producing 
status,  plugged  and  abandoned,  or  have  a yearly 
casing  integrity  test  performed.  An  approved  casing 
integrity  test  would  allow  inactivity  to  continue  for  one 
year  but  no  more  than  five  years.  If  wells  are 
incapable  of  production,  they  are  required  to  be 
plugged  or  temporarily  abandoned.  A temporary 
abandonment  must  also  be  approved  yearly  and  must 
be  justifiable.  Once  a well  has  been  plugged,  the 
surface  disturbance  associated  with  the  well  is  then 
required  to  be  reclaimed. 

164-38  This  information  is  in  Appendix  18. 

164-39  An  on-going  study  of  the  bird  mortalities  in 
salt  lakes  should  provide  a basis  for  mitigations,  when 
the  study  is  completed.  The  Coordinating  Committee 
should  develop  mitigations  to  reduce  mortality.  Oil 
and  gas  leasing,  and  lease  development,  should  not 
have  an  effect  on  salt  lakes,  as  long  as  the  disposal  of 
produced  water  is  controlled.  The  discharge  of 
produced  water  from  oil  and  gas  operations  into  salt 
lakes  was  stopped  several  years  ago.  Potash  mining 
is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  RMPA.  Laguna  Grande 
del  Sal  is  state-owned. 

164-40  We  do  not  have  an  accounting  of  the  number 
of  disposal  pits  placed  in  playas.  If  the  reference  is  to 
playa  lakes  (e.g.  Laguna  Toston  or  Laguna  Gatuna) 
we  believe  there  are  no  playas  that  have  disposal  pits 
in  them.  We  have  no  answer  if  the  question  is  how 
many  pits  were  excavated  in  a low  spot  that 
occasionally  holds  water.  Several  of  the  Oil  and  Gas 
Inspectors  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  were 
consulted  about  this  question.  They  have  not 
inspected  any  pits  that  were  constructed  in  playas  or 
low  spots,  and  do  not  believe  any  have  been.  The 
number  of  pits  that  have  been  reclaimed  is  unknown. 
Based  on  the  comments  of  our  Inspectors,  some  of 
the  pits  have  been  reclaimed,  since  the  preferred 
method  of  disposal  now  is  injection  into  the  formation. 
Refer  also  to  response  112-36. 


164-41  The  East  Indian  Basin  Oil  and  Gas  Field 
Development  Environmental  Analysis  is  available  for 
review  at  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Office.  A copy 
can  be  requested  by  mail  or  telephone. 

164-42  Refer  to  the  discussion  of  impacts  in  Chapter 
4.  Plans  for  minimizing  impacts  and  restoring  habitat 
are  addressed  in  East  Guadalupe  Escarpment  Habitat 
Management  Plan.  In  addition,  the  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements  are  intended  to  minimize  the 
effects  of  oil  and  gas  development,  and  other  surface 
disturbing  activities. 
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Paoe  3-28,  Affected  Enviror»ment.  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Uoland  Game  Birds  'The 
prairie  chickep  m eastern  New  Mexico  are  subjected  to  a variety  of  changes.  ... 

Booming  ground  locations  ire  located  a minimum  of  three-quarters  of  a mile  away  from 
drilling  activities.' 

43 

Comment:  Seasonal  surveys,  conducted  since  1985,  confirm  that  noise  levels 
assoc  ated  with  drillirvg  activities  curtail  courtship  interactions  by  interfering  with  the 
'booming*  of  the  males.  The  RMP  only  recommends  a buffer  ione  of  200*400  meters 
from  drilling  activities.  The  Service  recommends  restrictions  be  placed  on  noise  levels 
and  the  buffer  ior\t  increased  to  at  least  a mile 

44 

Paoe  3-30.  Affected  Environment  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Uoland  Game  Birds.  'The 
only  viable  management  approach  is  to  mit.gate  surface  disturbance  ..  as  it  occurs 
within  prairie  chicken  habitat.  There  ere  an  estimated  460.700  acres  of  potential 
prair>e  chicken  hab'tat.  The  time  stipulations  currently  applies  to  162.822  of  these 
acr^s  * 

Comment:  Because  of  the  documented  impacts  drilling  activities  have  on  the  lesser 

prame  chicken,  timing  restrictions  er>d  buffer  zones  should  apply  to  all  460,700  acres. 

45 

Paoe  3*30.  Affected  Environment.  Carlsbad  Resource  Area,  Uoland  Game  Birds. 

*.  heater  treater  or  separator  facilities  associated  with  oil  and  gas  wells  have  become  a 
Significant  impact  to  raptors,  neotropical  migratory  birds  and  bat  populations.* 

Comment:  Caps  should  be  required  on  all  vent  pipes  or  stacks  to  avcd  the  loss  of 
these  species.  Monitoring  of  these  pipes  or  stacks  should  be  included  m 6LM 
management  plans. 

46 

P.^oe  3-33  Affected  Environment  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  Raotors.  "The  occurrence 
of  16  active  raptor  nests  per  1 0-square-kilometer  area  has  been  documented.,  this 
makes  the  area  second  m the  nation  m the  density  of  nesting  raptors.' 

Comment:  With  a nesting  population  of  this  size,  buffer  zones  of  200-400  meters  is 
not  Sufficient  The  minimum  recommerided  buffer  zone  is  iPOO  feet. 

47 

Pao*  3-AO  Affected  Environment  Roswell  Resource  Area  Rangeland  Resources 
1 vestcck  Grazmo  ‘ Activity  olans.  which  include  arazmo  systems  are  bemq  proposed 
on  ar.  additional  65  allotr-ents.' 

Comment.  Where  are  these  additional  65  allotments  located  and  in  what  coTidition  are 
they’ 

48 

Paoe  3-40  Affected  Environment  Roswel!  Resource  Area.  Ranoefand  Resources 
Ef'virormeniat  Analyses.  * The  East  Roswell  Grazmo  Environmental  Imoact 
Statement...' 

Comment.  Please  summarize  the  East  Roswei'  Grazing  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  benefit  of  readers  of  this  document. 

164-43  We  have  addressed  the  effect  of  noise  on 
prairie  chicken  booming  by  proposing  in  Appendix  3 
(page  AP3-9,  for  example)  that  exhaust  noise  from 
pump  jack  motors  must  not  exceed  75  db  measured  at 
30  feet  from  the  source  of  the  noise. 

164-44  The  timing  restrictions  and  buffer  zones  are 
proposed  for  the  entire  460,700  acres  in  Alternatives 
B,  C,  and  E,  to  be  applied  when  applicable.  Refer  to 
Appendix  3. 

164-45  Requirements  for  installing  caps  on  vent  pipes 
or  stacks,  and  for  monitoring  the  effectiveness  of  the 
caps,  were  issued  in  1994  for  the  Roswell  District 
under  Notice  to  Lessees  (NTL)  93-1  RDO,  Modification 
of  Production  Equipment  to  Prevent  Bird  and  Bat 
Losses.  Compliance  with  NTLs  is  discussed  on  page 
2-3  of  the  Draft  RMP/RMPA. 

164-46  Our  cooperative  research  with  the  Waste 
Isolation  Pilot  Plant  has  shown  that  each  nesting 
situation  is  different.  Some  raptors  become 
acclimated  to  activities  closer  than  200  meters.  Some 
raptors  nest  on  man-made  features  such  as  power 
poles  or  windmills.  Some  species  prosper  with  200-  to 
400-meter  buffers;  some  species  require  more.  We 
have  tried  to  propose  a reasonable  buffer  for  use  in 
conjunction  with  a 90-day  timing  restriction. 


164-47  The  reference  to  proposing  allotment 
management  plans  on  65  allotments  is,  again,  a case 
of  disclosure.  We  have  not  specifically  identified 
allotments  on  which  to  develop  AMPs.  The  65 
allotments  would  be  "I"  category  allotments,  most  likely 
in  the  area  covered  by  the  1984  Roswell  resource 
Area  Management  Framework  Plan/Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  Many  factors  must  be  considered 
in  proposing  development  of  an  AMP,  including  the 
interest  and  cooperation  of  the  operator  and  range 
condition.  Additionally,  allotment  management  plans, 
or  other  activity  plans  intended  to  serve  as  the 
functional  equivalent  of  allotment  management  plans, 
may  be  developed  by  permittees  or  lessees,  other 
Federal  or  State  resource  management  agencies, 
interested  citizens,  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management. 


164-48  Suggestion  noted. 
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£nvifonfn<niA)  Analyses  Add«tionan>.  1 200  acres  of  creosote  jn<d  1.200  acres  of 
snakeweed  were  treated  with  chemicals  . * 


Comment  A hst  of  chemicals  used  should  be  included  in  this  document. 

Page  3 41.  Affected  Environment.  Ros^eii  Resource  Area.  Vegetation  'Maps  35-36 
display  Six  of  the  community  types  The  npanan  community  type  areas  are  generally 
small  and  are.  therefore  difficult  to  map  ' 

Comment  Riparian  areas  should  be  mapped  and  a commitment  should  be  made  to 
accomplish  this  mapping 

Paoe  3-41.  Affected  Environment.  Roswell  Resource  Area  Vegetation  'Table  96 
describes  existing  ecological  conditions  usmg  sera:  state  terminology  Alter  com.pletion 
of  t^e  RMP,  ecological  conditions  could  be  described  in  terms  of  meeting  the  desired 
plant  community  lOPC).  This  change  will  facilitate  more  comprehens.ve  measurerr.ent 
of  progress  toward  a variety  of  vegetative  gears  including  wildlife,  livestock  and 
watershed  needs  ' 

Comment  The  serai  stages  shou'd  be  defined  Table  96  on  page  3-44.  shows  that  no 
data  are  available  for  npar. an.  wetland  community  types  and  that  6LM  does  not  know 
what  condition  the  land  is  in  on  approximately  one-half  the  land  managed.  Prior  to 
planning  any  vegetative  recovery  or  achievement  of  a DPC.  data  for  these  areas  must 
be  compiled  and  analysed  This  data  should  be  included  in  the  RMP  ar>d  a draft  plan  to 
accomplish  the  DPC  should  be  designed  Ail  these  items  should  be  achieved  prior  to 
the  completion  and  finalization  of  this  RMP. 


Page  3 4t.  Affected  Environment,  RosweM  Rescu'ce  A>ea  Veoetat  pri  Treatirent. 
'Depending  on  site-speciftc  resource  conditions,  primary  targets.,.' 

Comment:  The  spacing  needs  to  be  corrected  m this  sentence 

Page  3-44.  Affec led  Environment.  Roswell  Resource  Area  Mathe»^s  Research  Natural 
Area  :RNA)  "The  Mathers  RNA  is  a 241  54  acre  set  aside  for  the  study  of  the 
shinnery  oak-bluestem  vegetative  type.  Currently.  91  acres  of  the  RNA  are  fenced  to 
exclude  livestock  grazing  ' 

Comment.  The  purpose  of  the  area  is  to  study  the  environment  in  its  natural  s<ale. 
Therefore,  the  entire  241  64  acres  should  be  excluded  from  grazing. 
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Page  3-59  Affected  Environment.  Roswell  Resource  Area.  Soil  Erpsion.  'Four 
watersheds  h?ve  also  been  identified  in  the  resource  area  as  being  susceptible  to 
severe  gully  erosion.  These  watersheds  are  the  Rio  Bonito.  irKludmg  Salado  Creek; 
Arroyo  del  Macho.  Gallo  Arroyo,  and  the  Feliz  River,' 

Comment:  These  watersheds  are  susceptible  severe  gully  erosion,  but  are  still  being 
scheduled  or  considered  for  grazing  without  any  justification  of  measures  to  rehabilitate 
the  watersheds  Grazing  allotments  would  only  increase  the  severity  of  so'l  erosion 
that  IS  presently  occurring  m these  areas 

Page  3-59  Affected  Environment.  Roswell  Resource  Area.  Soil  Erosion  'Stream 
reaches  with  significant  BLM  acreage  m their  watershed  including  the  following  Pecos 
River  from  Salt  Creek  to  Sumner  Dam..  Pecos  River  from  Rio  Penasco  to  Sail 
Creek.  Rio  Bonito  from  confluence  with  Rio  Ruidoso  to  Angus  Canyon.' 

Comureni  These  areas  9't  c-ted  as  not  fully  suppoamg  a warm  or  cold  water  fishery 
becas^se  of  streamoank  destabilization,  reduction  of  riparian  vegetation,  siitation,  and 
habitat  alteration.  Bank  stabilization,  and  habitat  restoration  or  enhancerr.ent  projects 
should  be  considered  highcst-pnonty  for  these  areas  as  well  as  restricting  grazing. 

Page  3-61  - Affected  gnvironment.  Roswell  Resource  Area.  Available  Water  Resources. 
'Many  BLM  activities  require  the  use  of  water,  or  can  affect  quality  and  quantity  of 
available  water  m the  resource  area.' 

Comment  Many  oil  and  gas  activities  have  a potential  for  drawing  water  down  from 
any  water  resource.  Several  crucial  sinkholes  contain  important  aquatic  resources. 
Table  101  identifies  346  hvestock/wildlife  water  resources.  A list  identifying  what 
type  of  water  resource  (livestock  tank,  sinkhole,  piaya).  they  are  would  be  beneficial. 

Page  3 65,  Affected  Environment.  Roswell  Resource  Area.  Species  Having  Special 
Habitat  Needs  Raptors  ‘No  recent  raptor  surveys  have  been  conducted  to  monitor 
popuiat'on  trends  of  raptor  species  m the  resource  area.* 

Comment.  The  resource  area  provides  habitat  for  27  specks  of  raptors  New  raptor 
surveys  should  be  initiated  immediately  to  establish  a population  trend.  This  would 
afford  .mportani  data  required  to  address  fragmentation  of  habitat,  drilling  activity 
impacts  and  cumulative  impacts  to  the  Roswell  Resource  Area. 

\ 

Pact  3-6P  A‘l,,cifr1  Fnvironmgm  RosacII  Rtscufce  Area.  Dunes  Saaetj'^sb  Luard 
'Becajse  o<  the  unique  and  limned  habitat  of  the  litard.  actions  that  result  in  direct 
loss,  modifications,  ot  fragmentation  of  this  habitat  aiII  likely  jeoparOite  the  future  of 
this  species 

Comment  There  are  approximately  776.000  acres  of  potential  habitat  m the  Roswell 
District-  Oil  and  gas  development  and  the  associated  construction  of  en  extensive  road 
system  will  only  fragment  the  habitat  further  Oil  and  gas  leavng  should  be  restricted 
to  certain  areas  and  buffer  zones  should  be  developed  to  protect  the  species. 


164-49  The  project  files  on  creosote  and  snakeweed 
treatment  are  available  tor  review  at  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area  Office.  The  files  contain  information 
on  the  herbicides  used  and  the  locations  of  the 
projects. 

164-50  The  plant  community  maps  had  to  be  reduced 
in  scale  to  accommodate  their  printing  in  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS.  Maps  at  a larger  scale  and  other 
information  are  available  for  review  at  the  Roswell 
District  Office  and  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  Office. 

164-51  Table  96  contains  a error  in  the  title  of  the  last 
column;  it  should  be  TOTAL,  not  "unclassified".  All  of 
the  public  lands  within  the  Roswell  Resource  Area 
have  been  inventoried  and  classified. 

164-52  Refer  to  responses  87-17  and  126-2 

164-53  On  Page  2-178  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS, 
strategic  watershed  management  plans  are  proposed 
to  address  the  erosion  problems.  Livestock  grazing, 
as  an  important  vegetation  management  tool,  would  be 
an  integral  part  of  the  plans. 

164-54  Stream  reaches  that  do  not  fully  support 
designated  uses  were  identified  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
to  emphasize  their  priority.  The  water  quality  goal 
statement  on  Page  2-179  is  to  "maintain  or  improve 
the  quality  of  surface  waters  to  support  all  designated 
uses  listed  by  the  New  Mexico  Water  Quality  Control 
Commission..." 

164-55  The  waters  include  224  impoundments  (e.g. 
earthen  tanks),  77  wells,  37  natural  sources  (e.g. 
water  holes,  springs),  and  8 constructed  wildlife  waters 
(e.g.  inverted  umbrellas). 

164-56  All  survey  and  monitoring  efforts  require 
funds,  manpower  and  time.  Our  budget  for  the  wildlife 
program  is  severely  limited.  In  the  future,  this  type  of 
information  would  be  gathered  if  funds  are  available. 
Because  of  time  and  budget  constraints,  our  land  use 
plans  are  usually  prepared  with  available  data. 

164-57  Surface  use  and  occupancy  requirements  to 
protect  sand  dune  lizard  habitat  are  in  Appendix  3 of 
the  RMP, 


1-385 


58 

59 


60 


IS 

Pmt  3-7  I . Alltcud  Enyii»omtn(.  BqiwW  MtWCt  Attt.  WUdlilt  Hibmt 
M«rnaem«ni  Ar«M.  *Th»  Ovtrflow  WMA...Th«  mtnigtmtnt  go«l  ol  lh«  WHA  « 

p<ot«ci.  msmuin  and  tnhtnca  tiM  ntturtf  wttUnd  and  aquatK  habiltl  lor  • 
widt  rang!  ol  ipocaa...* 

Corrwnani:  Fragmantaiion  and  loat  ol  habrtal  cauaad  by  drilirrg  activiiioa  in  ttw 
Ovarlloiw  WHA  «dl  only  diarupi  any  annancamam  programa  proiaclad  lor  thia  araa. 

Paoe  3-7I.  AHaciad  Envaonmani.  Aoiwan  Haiou»ca  Area.  Hazardoui  or  Solid  Watlaa 
*Thert  art  no  known  ha^ardoui  watt#  titat  a>  RotwtH  Raiourca  Araa  * 

Commant:  Tha  Atchinton.  Topaka  and  Santa  Fa  Railway  sHa  it  In  Clovit.  Curry 
Couftty. 

PtQt  3-74.  Aftii  qI  CfrLical  gnvMQnmamtl  Coocifft.  fort  Stanton.  Rotwall  Rttourcd 
Af8|  ‘Soma  racraationai  activriiat  havt  rttultad  a lott  of  wMlifa  and  ripanan 
habitat,  and  tha  duact  diaturbanca  ol  wiidlift  and  Kuanalar  cactut  habdat.* 

Commant:  Racraattonai  uta  ahoutd  bt  ra  avaKiatad  and  plana  to  rattora  or  racovar  thit 
habitat  should  ba  datignad.  Tha  Sarvioa  thouM  ba  contuhad  on  tha  loti  of  Kuanxlar 
cactut  or  iti  habitat. 
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Paoa  3-74.  Araaa  ol  Critical  tnwonmanial  Coocam.  Ovafflow  Wtllandi.  Woiwal 
Rasoufca  Araa.  *Tha  Ovarflow  Watlands  araa  4 opan  to  ai  laatabia.  talabla.  and 
locatabit  mmaiai  dupotai ' 

Commant;  Araat  o4  critical  artvaorvnantal  concarn  thouid  r>ot  ba  opan  to  all  mtnaral 
activitiat.  Thata  araat  art  at  ntk  for  habitat  lots,  frapmantation,  and  potsibla 
accumulation  of  contammantt. 


Paaa  3-76.  Araat  ol  Cnt-cal  tny/onmanial  Conctm.  Matcala'O  Sanda.  Wotwall 
Rcsourca  Araa.  "Matcalaro  Sandt  >t  opan  to  at  laatabia  ar>d  talabla  mir>aral 
ditpotala.* 
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Commant;  Tha  araa  arKompaitat  approumataly  10.007  acrat.  Thara  art  7,931  acrtt 
of  fadaral  mmarai  attata  arul  6.893  acrat  of  that  mmarai  tttat#  it  curranlly  covarad  by 
oil  and  gat  laatat.  That  ordy  laavas  approaimataly  1.039  acrtt.  Araat  withsn  thata 
areas  of  critical  anworvnantal  corKtrn  should  notb*  totally  commitiad  to  oil  and  gat 
leases.  Soma  araat  should  ba  aMowad  to  ramam  r\atural  to  rata«n  vaiuat  that  cautad 
tham  to  ba  tat  attda  in  tha  fast  placa. 


63 


al  Enviro 

'Port»or4  of  atlotmanti  605 1.  5053.  5063.  arvf  5069  art  tn  within  tha 
Mascaiaro  Sar>dt  ar^  art  parmittad  for  yearlong  bvattock  graaa^* 


Commant;  This  document  dots  not  address  how  many  total  acrat  are  in  thata 
allotmantf.  how  many  cattla  art  sAowad  to  grata,  or  what  tha  impacts  of  that  grating 

are. 


164-58  Management  actions  for  the  Overflow 
Wetlands  ACEC  are  described  under  each  alternative, 
including  on  page  2-185  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
(Preferred  Alternative).  Oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  are  proposed  to  be  limited  within  the 
ACEC.  Negative  Impacts  to  enhancement  programs 
from  oil  and  gas  development,  if  allowed,  would  be 
minimal.  The  Bitter  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge  has 
several  oil  and  gas  wells  within  its  boundary. 

164-59  The  Atchinson,  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Railway 
site  is  located  on  land  that  is  not  managed  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

164-60  Management  actions  for  the  Fort  Stanton 
ACEC  are  described  under  each  alternative,  including 
on  page  2-188  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  (Preferred 
Alternative).  Recreational  activities  have  been 
curtailed  at  Fort  Stanton  prior  even  to  the  development 
of  the  resource  management  plan  (e.g.,  posted  road 
designations  and  closed  areas).  The  BLM  will  consult 
with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  with  regard  to 
actions  proposed  at  Fort  Stanton  that  may  impact  the 
Kuenzier  cactus  or  its  habitat. 

1 64-61  Your  reference  is  to  the  Affected  Environment, 
which  describes  the  current  situation.  Under  the 
alternatives  in  the  RMP,  we  have  proposed  various 
management  options  for  the  Cverflow  Wetlands, 
including  minerals  management. 


164-62  Your  comment  refers  to  the  description  of  the 
current  status  of  the  Mescalero  Sands  area  (Chapter 
3,  the  Affected  Environment),  which  is  not  a 
description  of  proposed  management.  Under 
Alternative  A (current  management),  oil  and  gas 
leasing  has  occurred,  including  approximately  2,934 
acres  that  have  been  leased  with  a No  Surface 
Cccupancy  stipulation.  Under  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  we  proposed  closing  the  entire  federal 
mineral  estate  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Any  existing  oil 
and  gas  leases  within  the  10,007  acre-ACEC  would 
remain  in  effect.  The  heart  of  the  ACEC,  however, 
would  be  protected  from  oil  and  gas  activities. 

164-63  The  four  allotments  affected  by  the  proposed 
Mescalero  Sands  ACEC  comprise  89,146  acres,  of 
which  51,169  acres  are  public  lands.  (The  proposed 
ACEC  is  10,007  acres  in  size,  including  7,888  acres  of 
public  land.)  The  permitted  use  in  those  allotments  is 
1,213  cows,  yearlong.  The  reduction  in  livestock  use 
from  proposed  management  of  the  ACEC  is  144 
AUMs  or  12  cows,  yearlong.  The  impacts  of  livestock 
grazing  on  other  resources  and  management 
programs  and  the  impacts  to  livestock  grazing  from 
other  management  activities  are  discussed  throughout 
Chapter  4 in  the  Draft  RMP. 
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P»Qt  3 77.  Areas  of  Cnticil  Environmentil  Concern.  Mescalero  Sends  Roswell 
Resource  Af«.  ‘Mescaltro  S«nd»'  important  biological  values  include  boomirvg 
grounds  for  the  lesser  praina  chicken,  habitat  for  the  state  listed  dur\«t  sagebrush 
lizard....’ 

64 

Comment.  With  only  1.039  acres  of  the  mineral  estate  available  and  targeted  for  oil 
ar>d  gas  activities,  booming  grounds  for  the  lesser  prairie  chicken  ar>d  dune  sagebrush 
lizard  habitat  will  be  impacted  Fragmentation  caused  by  o<<  and  gas  production  and 
access  roads  will  cause  noise  barriers  and  raduce  production  of  itssar  praine  chicken 
and  loss  of  habitat  for  the  dunes  sagebrush  hzard  as  well  as  other  wildlife  located  m 
the  tree 

N 

Page  3 77.  Areas  of  Critxai  Environmental  Concern,  Nonh  Pecos  Rwer.  Roswell 
Resource  Area  'Surface  use  restrictions  are  m effect  on  about  V920  acres  of  ripanan 
habitat  in  the  Pecos  River  floodplam  ’ 'The  North  Pecos  River  area  1$  open  to  all 
leasable,  salable  and  locatable  mineral  disposals.* 

65 

Comment  This  document  should  address  where  those  1 920  acres  are  located  along 
the  Pecos  River  and  describe  the  type  of  surface  use  restrictions  m effect.  It  should 
also  justify  why  surface  use  would  be  allowed  within  the  floodplam,  whan  the  policy 
will  be  to  stay  out  of  floodplains  and  riparian  areas.  Tha  area  also  ancompassas 
approximately  6,500  acres.  Of  that  ihera  is  4,202  are  federal  minaral  estate  Of  the 
federal  mineral  estate  3.724  acres  are  covered  by  oil  and  gas  leasee.  leavir>g  a total  of 
478  acres  left  for  leasing  It  would  be  helpful  to  have  the  location  of  these  remaining 
478  acres  to  review  the  cumulative  effects  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this 
entire  area  of  critical  concern. 
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Paoe  3-77.  Areas  of  Cnt  cal  Environmental  Concern.  North  Pecos  River.  Roswell 
Resource  Area.  'Poaions  of  allotments  4038.  4039  4538.  5001  are  wahm  the  North 
Pecos  River  area  and  are  permitted  for  yearlong  livestock  grazing.' 

Comment  This  document  should  state  how  many  acres  are  m these  allotments  and 
the  total  number  of  cattle  allowed  to  graze  on  these  areas. 

Page  3-78.  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern.  North  ^ecos  River.  Roswell 
Resource  Area.  ‘These  values  include  habitat  tor  severe’  fish  on  federal  threatened 
and  state  endangered  species  lists  . ‘ 

Commeni  This  discussion  should  be  greatly  expanded. 
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Page  3-78  Roswell  Cave  Comotex  Roswell  Resource  Area  ‘The  30-foot-deep 
Outhouse  Sinkhole,  for  example  has  been  used  by  area  residents  and  industry  to  dump 
car  batteries,  sheep  dip  cans,  pesticide  cans,  refrigerators...' 

Comment.  This  sinkhole  should  be  investigated  for  the  accumulation  of  contaminants 
and  plans  for  remediation  identified. 

164-64  Management  actions  for  the  Mescalero  Sands 
ACEC  are  described  under  each  alternative,  including 
on  page  2-187  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  (Preferred 
Alternative).  In  addition,  Appendix  3 outlines 
protective  measures  for  the  sand  dune  lizard  and 
lesser  prairie  chicken. 

164-65  Again,  your  reference  is  to  the  description  of 
the  current  situation.  Under  the  various  alternatives, 
we  have  proposed  restrictions  on  mineral  development 
that  are  markedly  different  from  present  management. 
Appendix  14  contains  maps  for  the  North  Pecos  River 
ACEC  depicting  management  proposed  under  the 
different  alternatives  ( Maps  A14-12  through  A14-15). 
The  policy  on  protection  of  floodplains  and  riparian 
areas  must  be  weighed  against  valid  existing  rights  for 
mineral  development. 

164-66  The  four  allotments  affected  by  the  proposed 
North  Pecos  River  ACEC  comprise  48,568  acres,  of 
which  12,858  acres  are  public  lands.  (The  proposed 
ACEC  is  6,400  acres  in  size,  including  3,360  acres  of 
public  land.)  The  permitted  use  in  those  allotments  is 
542  cows,  yearlong.  The  reduction  in  livestock  use 
from  proposed  management  of  the  ACEC  is  756 
AUMs  or  63  cows,  yearlong. 

164-67  We  are  in  the  process  of  evaluating 
remediation  of  past  dumping  in  the  Outhouse  Sinkhole. 


164-68  Comment  noted. 


68 


69 


70 

71 


17 


Page  ^ 4,  Env*fonment<l  Consequences.  0»>  and  Gas.  'Impacts  to  oil  a<^  gas  activitias 
m th«  Dark  Canyon  area  have  been  analysed  m detail  m the  Final  Dark  Canyon 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Impacts....  by  the  Carlsbad  Aesource  Area  staff.” 

Comment:  Please  $ummari2e  these  findings  in  this  document. 


Page  4-S  Environmental  Consequences.  Oil  and  Gas.  'The  use  of  the  NSO  stipulation 
in  these  areas  >n  no  way  indicates  that  the  maximum  buffer  distance  would  be 
implemented  in  every  case. 


Comment  Th^  areas  referred  to  are  wildlife  habitat  projects,  raptor  nests  and 
heronries  slopes,  and  springs  and  seeps  It  is  unclear  as  to  what  the  maximum  buffer 
distance  would  be  Earlier  »n  the  document  the  minimum  was  200-400  meters,  a 
figure  net  substantiated  throughout  this  document.  A clear  statement  ^as  also  not 
been  made  as  to  what  will  be  done  if  the  project  impact  goes  beyond  any  set  buffer 
zone  limit  To  protect  fish  and  wildlife  the  issue  of  buffer  zones  must  not  be  indefinite. 
% 

Page  4-5  Environmental  Conseguences.  Oil  and  Gas.  'Over  the  next  twenty  years,  as 
many  as  four  wells  m the  RRA  and  16  wells  m the  CRA  may  be  affected  by  application 
of  the  no  surface  occupancy  requirement.* 


Comment:  This  docs  not  appear  to  be  a significant  change  over  20  years.  There  has 
been  already  teen  a great  loss  in  habitat  and  that  loss  will  increase  since  most  drilling 
activities  will  continue  as  usual. 

Page  4-6.  Oil  and  Gas  Leasmo  Closures.  Environmental  Consequences  Oil  and  Gas. 
'Under  Alternative  A.  360.352  acres  m the  RRA  and  89.457  acres  m the  CRA  are 
designated  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasmg." 

Comment:  Alternative  A.  page  2-23.  states  449. B09  acres  wou'd  be  dosed  to  leasing. 
This  difference  m figures  should  be  explained  or  corrected 

Page  4-6.  Oil  and  Gas  Leasmo  Closures.  Environmental  Conseguences,  • 

"The  effects  of  Alternative  B would  be  the  same  as  those  fgr  Altemat-ve  A,  except  that 
402. 1 29  acres  in  the  RRA..." 

Comment.  Alternative  B.  page  2-49.  states  529.668  acres  would  be  dosed  to  leasing. 
This  difference  m figures  should  be  explained  or  corrected 

p3q g 4.7.  Oil  and  Ga s Leasing  Closures.  Environmental  Conse Ouences.  0‘i  and  Stl • 
'Table  104.  estimated  numbers  of  wells  that  would  not  be  drilled  due  to  leasing 
closures,  by  alternatives," 

Comment:  Alternative  A,  141  wells.  Alt.  B,  192  wells,  Alt.  C 140.  Alt  0 164.  Alt.  E 
166  wells  would  not  be  drilled  due  to  leasing  closures  over  a 20-year  period. 

That  only  represents  7-9  wells  a year  that  would  not  be  dniletf.  From  1904-1991  there 
were  36.702  wells  m the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  and  7.109  m the  Roswell  Resource 
Area  with  a total  of  42.81 1 m the  Roswell  District.  In  1991,  approximately  27.000 


164-69  Refer  to  response  164-15. 

164-70  The  figure  referenced  on  page  2-23  is  the 
total  (Roswell  District)  acreage  proposed  for  closure  to 
leasing  under  Alternative  A.  Adding  together  the 
figures  for  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  resource  areas 
(those  mentioned  in  your  comment)  gives  the  total 
acreage. 

164-71  The  figure  referenced  on  page  2-49  is  the 
total  (Roswell  District)  acreage  proposed  for  closure  to 
leasing  under  Alternative  B.  Adding  together  the 
figures  for  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  resource  areas 
(those  mentioned  in  your  comment)  gives  the  total 
acreage. 
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lot»i  active  unreclaimed  well  sites  existed  m the  Roswell  District.  In  1992.  783 
aoDi'Cations  \o  drill  were  also  submitted  m the  Roswell  Resource  Area  alone. 

Considering  the  total  of  wells  already  m existence  and  the  predicted  increase  m drilling 
the  loss  of  7-9  wells  a year  is  not  a significant  change  or  loss- 

Paoe  4-7.  Oil  and  Gas  leasing  Closures.  Environmental  Consequences,  O'l  and  Gas 
'The  effects  of  Alternative  C would  be  the  same  as  those  for  Alternative  A,  except 
^^at  367.094  acres  in  the  RRA 

Comment;  Alternative  C.  page  2-98.  states  454  C96  ac'es  would  be  dosed  to  icas.ng 
Tnis  difference^m  figures  should  be  explained  or  corrected 

Paae  4 7.  Oil  and  Gas  leasmo  Closures.  Environmental  Consecuences.  Oil  and  Gas- 
"The  effects  of  Alternative  0 wou'd  be  the  same  as  those  for  Alternative  A.  except 
that  379.438  acres  m the  RRA...* 

Cem'^ert:  Alternative  0 page  2-125,  states  494,015  acres  would  be  closed  to 
■eas.ng  This  difference  in  figures  should  oe  explained  or  corrected. 

Page  4-7.  0»l  and  Gas  Leasmq  Closures  Environmenta!  Conseouences.  Oil  and  Gas. 
‘The  effects  of  Alternative  E wcuid  be  the  same  as  those  for  Alternative  A,  except  that 
396,669  acres  in  the  RRA...' 

Comment;  Alternative  E.  page  2-1  53,  states  503.846  acres  would  be  dosed  to 
leas  ~g  This  difference  m figu'es  should  be  expla'^ed  or  corrected 

Page  4-IQ.  Impacts  of  Areas  of  Critical  Envronmenta*  Concern,  Environmental 
Cc*‘seguences  Oil  ang  Gas  ‘Irr.pacts  from  ACEC  desg'^aiion  on  oil  a^d  gas  leasing 
ano  development  , would  affect  minute  acreages  * 

Conrr.ent:  There  does  not  seem  to  be  a s-gnificant  change  m oil  and  gas  activities  nor 
prctect.on  offered  to  these  areas  by  any  alternative 

Pace  41 1.  Impacts  of  Areas  of  Critical  Environmentai  Concern  Locatabie  Minerals. 
‘Because  Pon  Stanton  is  withdrawn,  .* 

Com.menf  Spacmg  needs  to  be  corrected 

Pace  4-15.  Impacts  of  Alternatives.  Environmental  Cc^seo jences.  Land  and  Realty 
‘Seasonal  restrictions  for  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  known  Icks  wou'd  increase 
from  200  to  40C  meters 

Cof^rnent;  The  400  meters  should  be  substantiated. 
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Page  4-15.  Impacts  of  Alternatives.  Environmental  Consequences.  Lands  and  Realty. 
‘Under  Alternatives  0,  C.  0.  and  E,  right-of-way  avoidance  avas  would  produce 
essentially  the  same  impacts  as  those  described  for  exclusion  areas,  except  that  maior 
rights-of-way  could  be  allowed  <r  avoidance  areas  on  a case-by-case  bas-s  if  no 
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appropr<ate  aMemative  location  exists 
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Comment  Impacts  to  Lands  and  Realty  could  be  minimized  if  corridors  were 
established  to  prohibit  development  of  access  roads  and  rights-of-ways  through 
avoidance  areas  By  stating  development  will  be  allowed  m an  avoidance  area  on  a 
case-by-case  basis,  will  only  encourage  oil  and  gas  development  m those  areas  If 
BLM  '$  using  this  document  as  guidance  for  the  management  of  oil  arvd  gas  industry, 
then  restriciior^s  that  i't  des.gred  to  protect  the  land  should  be  strictly  enforced 


Page  4 22.  Ir^pacts  of  Mariaoemert  Corrmpn  to  All  Alternatives,  Environmental 
Consec  >e“ces.,^VeQe!ation  *Tne  iragn.tude  of  impacts  to  vegetation  would  be  directly 
proportionate  to  the  numbe*  o*  access  roads  and  weM  sites  constructed,  the  amount  of 
acreage  af’ected  and  the  'er^gth  of  lime  the  area  >s  disturbed  * 

Comr^ent  The  al.'eady  incur'ed  impact  to  vegetation  from  existing  disturbance  should 
be  mvestiga’ed  and  analyzed  By  accumulating  the  information,  cumulative  impacts  to 
the  area  could  be  more  easily  assessed 

Page  4 22.  impacts  of  Aite'^at  ves  Vegetation  Management.  Environmental 
Conseg»ences.  Vegetat  on.  * ..chemical  treatment  with  approved  herbicides... 


Comrr.ent  A hst  of  potential  herb'Cides  to  be  used  should  be  included. 


164-72  The  figure  referenced  on  page  2-98  is  the 
total  (Roswell  District)  acreage  proposed  for  closure  to 
leasing  under  Alternative  C.  Adding  together  the 
figures  for  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  resource  areas 
(those  mentioned  in  your  comment)  gives  the  total 
acreage. 

164-73  The  figure  referenced  on  page  2-125  is  the 
total  (Roswell  District)  acreage  proposed  for  closure  to 
leasing  under  Alternative  D.  Adding  together  the 
figures  for  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  resource  areas 
(those  mentioned  in  your  comment)  gives  the  total 
acreage. 

164-74  The  figure  referenced  on  page  2-153  is  the 
total  (Roswell  District)  acreage  proposed  for  closure  to 
leasing  under  Alternative  E.  Adding  together  the 
figures  for  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  resource  areas 
(those  mentioned  in  your  comment)  gives  the  total 
acreage. 

164-75  The  paragraph  at  the  bottom  of  page  AP3-9 
describes  the  reasoning  for  the  different  management 
approaches  in  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  resource 
areas. 

164-76  Exclusion  and  avoidance  areas  for  rights-of- 
way  relate  to  the  designation  of  corridors,  which  are 
for  certain  types  of  facilities  (refer  to  response  164-3). 
The  development  of  roads  to  service  oil  and  gas 
facilities  is  usually  addressed  in  environmental 
assessments.  The  impacts  of  development  are 
mitigated  by  standard  operating  procedures,  policy 
(e.g.  the  New  Mexico  Roads  Policy),  and  special 
mitigations  developed  in  environmental  assessments. 

164-77  Surface  disturbance  resulting  from  the 
construction  of  roads  and  well  pads,  and  from  other 
activities,  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Appendix  18.  The 
number  of  acres  disturbed  and  reclaimed  was  used  in 
developing  the  estimates  of  reasonably  foreseeable 
development  and  in  assessing  the  impacts  of  oil  and 
gas  and  other  mineral  development. 


Pace  4-23  Irr, pacts  of  Alterrat  vgs.  Veoe: atipn  Management.  Environmenta) 
Co^sfc-g-'Ces  Vepetat'Qii  ‘$a't  ceda^  stands  Treatn^ent  e-ther  by  burning  or 
herbiC'Oa  acD*'cation,  would  «ifl  m increasing  tr^e  biodivers  iy  of  the  riparian  areas 
invaded  by  saitcedar  * 

Comment  Bummg  alone  not  'ecomirenoed  tor  salt  cedar  removal  and  only  certain 
herbiC'des  should  be  used  near  surface  water  Mechanical  removal  has  had  great 
success  on  Bosque  del  Apache  Wildlife  Refuge 

Page  4 26.  impacts  of  Alternatives,  Oil  and  Gas.  Cultural  Resources  *in  the 
CRA  With  the  sustained  high  levels  of  oil  and  gas  development,  the  rate  of  loss  of 
cultural  'esources  has  reached  the  point  where  exisimg  practices  are  not  adequately 
mitigating  the  loss  " 

Comment  With  approximately  36  000  wells  m tt\f  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  already 
existing  and  no  Significant  drop  <n  production  proposed  m either  alternative,  the  loss  of 
cultural  resources  will  only  increase  ^ 
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Page  4-47  Wiidi'fe.  impacts  *rorri  Manaoement  Common  Tp  All  Alternatives  "The 
loss  of  oa’s,  would  be  lessened  by  the  nett-ng  requiremenis  of  disposal 
tanks  requirement  to  cap  vent  stacks 

Comment  The  requirements  should  be  made  part  of  the  standard  permit 


164-78  These  requirements  already  are  required 
under  Notice  to  Lessees  93-1  RDO,  Modification  of 
Production  Equipment  to  Prevent  Bird  and  Bat  Losses, 
and  in  our  requirement  that  pits  and  tanks  be  netted. 
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Ptat  * *T.  Wilghtc,  Oil  «nd  G«».  Sgr<tct<J>t  >nd  Occi;c«ocv  R«ou.rtm«ni» 

operations  would  displace  wildlife  from  the  area  of  disturbance  during  the  operation 
Wildlife  woulQ  return  once  operations  were  complete  * 

Comment:  Wildlife  would  not  always  return  to  the  area.  Returns  would  depend  on 
the  Site,  type  of  disturbance,  possible  fragmentation  of  habitat  and  impacts  to  the 
wildlife  durirvg  the  period  of  displacement. 


Paoe  4 4$^  Envifonrinental  Consequences.  Wildlife.  Oil  and  Gas  surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Reouirements.  "Under  all  alternatives,  future  oil  and  gas  development 
would  initially  result  in  the  direct  loss  of  wildlife  habitat  These  areas  would  not  be 
fully  reclaimed'and  portions  would  remam  unusable  for  widMe  for  20  years  or 
more  ..Developed  oil  and  gas  fields  would  continue  to  have  long  term  negative  impacts 
to  wildlife  populations  and  habitat  due  to  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  producing 
wells,  pipelines,  and  access  roads." 
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Corhment:  Although  it  is  acknowledged  that  oil  and  gas  activities  are  gomg  to  have  a 
long  term  cumulative  impact  on  wildlife,  wildlife  is  stilt  treated  as  an  opportunity  end 
not  e management  issue.  The  plan  is  also  unclear  as  to  how  wildlife  and  habitat  that 
has  already  bean  irr>pacted  or  lost  wilt  be  restored.  Ways  to  manage  the  dunes 
sagebrush  liaard,  lesser  prainc  chickens  er^  raptors  have  been  discussed  but  there  are 
other  species  of  concern  and  these  are  not  mentioned  m this  drafl  maragernem  plan. 
The  species  that  have  been  discussed,  such  as  those  above,  have  inadequate 
protection  Existing  timing  stipulations  have  been  in  existence  end  still  there  has  a 
great  loss  of  habitat  and  reduced  populations.  Buffer  tones  are  inadequate  to  prevent 
noise  disturbance.  No  surface  occupancy  requirements  still  do  not  curb  the  existing 
activities  and  throughout  the  document  there  are  always  exceptions  to  those  required 
stipulations.  The  final  document  should  be  consistent  in  its  approach  to  the  protection 
of  wildlife  and  its  habitat. 
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Page  4-49.  Environmental  Consequences.  Wildlife.  Oil  and  Gas.  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements.  "In  addition,  habitat  within  three-fourths  of  a mile  of  loud 
pump  jack  motors  would  remain  unused,  because  boomir>g  by  mates  is  ineffective 
under  noisy  conditions." 

Comment:  This  is  another  example  that  proposed  buffer  zones  of  200  or  400  meters 
1$  inadequate.  BLM  should  not  choose  a distance  any  less  than  one  mile  for  effective 
results  in  the  protection  of  wildlife  or  areas  of  environmental  concern, 

Paoe  4-50.  Environmental  Consequences.  Wildlife.  Oil  and  Gas.  Surface  Use^nd 
Occupancy  Requirements.  "In  some  cases,  even  with  the  possible  set-tack  of  up  to 
200  meters,  well  sues  could  be  positioned  so  close  to  the  nest  that  future  viability  of 
these  sites  for  nesting  is  lost...  A subsequent  decrease  •r^  raptor  populations  could 
occur  over  the  long  term." 

Comment;  Again,  inadequate  distance  chosen  for  buffer  zon^s.  Each  site  should  be 
site  specific  arid  no  less  than  one  mile  away  for  any  sens.tive'area. 


164-79  In  general,  wildlife  will  return  to  an  area  after 
the  disturbance  of  typical  oil  and  gas  well  drilling 
operations.  The  degree  of  wildlife  use  of  the  area 
after  disturbance  does  depend  on  the  different  sites  of 
the  disturbance,  existing  habitat  condition  (fragmented 
or  non-fragmented),  and  impacts  to  wildlife  during  the 
period  of  displacement.  These  are  addressed  in  the 
separate  discussions  of  impacts  from  each  alternative. 

164-80  The  magnitude  of  wildlife  habitat  restoration 
following  oil  and  gas  development  depends  on  many 
factors.  It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  plan  to  outline 
specific  restoration  methods.  It  would  be  difficult  to 
specify  the  restoration  of  extensive  oil  fields  that  are 
producing,  and  probably  will  for  many  years  to  come. 
Reclamation  of  specific  sites  after  development  is 
required  for  any  surface  disturbing  action  occurring  on 
public  land.  These  site-specific  projects  vary  in  type 
and  are  too  numerous  to  prescribe  specific  habitat 
restoration  methods  in  the  RMP.  An  important  point  is 
that  restoration  or  reclamation  will  be  required.  The 
specifics  of  reclamation  will  be  dealt  with  at  the  activity 
plan  level  or  on  a case-by-case  basis. 

The  timing  stipulation  aids  in  protection  of  lesser 
prairie  chicken  habitat,  but  is  by  no  means  the  only 
protection  proposed  in  the  plan.  Refer  to  Appendix  3, 
Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements,  for  other 
protective  measures.  Habitat  loss  to  oil  and  gas 
development  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  has  been 
minimal.  It  has  been  extensive  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area.  Population  declines  are  partially  a 
result  of  the  prevailing  dry  weather  conditions  in 
southeastern  New  Mexico. 


No  surface  occupancy  lease  stipulations  are  adequate 
to  protect  habitat  while  allowing  for  oil  and  gas  leases 
to  occur.  Exceptions  are  needed  for  those  situations 
that  do  not  warrant  application  of  strict  measures. 


It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  plan  to  develop  protective 
wildlife  habitat  objectives  to  the  exclusion  of  other 
resource  uses.  We  are  mandated  to  allow  for  multiple- 
use  on  public  lands,  but  that  does  not  mean  all 
habitats  will  be  used  by  resource  users.  We  have 
proposed  several  ACECs,  and  established  practices 
such  as  timing  restrictions,  no  surface  occupancy 
restrictions,  off-highway  vehicle  use  designations, 
mineral  withdrawals,  acquisitions,  and  rights-of-way 
exclusion  areas,  to  protect  important  wildlife  habitat. 
Wildlife  habitat  protection  and  enhancement  measures 
are  found  throughout  the  document,  sometimes  under 
resource  management  topics  other  than  wildlife.  The 
plan  also  allows  for  management  flexibility.  Rather 
than  having  a cookbook  method  of  management  or 
protectionist  viewpoint,  we  can  manage  public  lands  in 
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Pace  4-52  environmental  Conseauences,- Wildlife.  Lands  and  Reality  Manaoement. 
’Urvde'  all  alternatives,  cumulative  impacts  of  all  land  use  authorisations  m important 
wildlife  habitat  areas  would  result  m habitat  fragmentation  and  decreased  wildlife 
habitat  use  due  to  increased  human  activity,  associated  with  facility  maintenance.* 

Comment:  Estimate  the  acreage  of  wildlife  habitat  that  would  be  tost  as  a result  of 

these  larvd  authorisations  and  describe  mitigative  features  being  considered  to  lessen 
the  impacts  that  will  result. 

84 

Paoe  4-52  Environmental  Conseauences.  Wildlife.  Livestock  Grasmo  Manaoement. 
’Older  AMPs  with  the  emphasis  on  forage  production  for  livestock  may  not  reflect 
preva*i*ng  wildtffc  habitat  management  concerns.* 

Comment:  Can  older  AMPs  be  reviewed  and  include  improvements  for  wildlife  habitat 
management’ 

85 

Paa*e  4-53  Environmental  Conseauences.  Wildlife.  Veoetat'on  Manaaement.  *!n  some 
areas  potential  can  no  longer  be  achieved  due  to  changes  m soil  structure,  affecting 
plant  composition,  long-term  climatic  changes  that  have  occurred,  ano  disclimax  plant 
communities  that  dominate  several  range  sites.* 

Comment'  Will  other  areas  with  more  viable  habitat  be  located  and  used  as 
replacement  for  tost  wildlife  habitat’  Also,  it  would  be  helpful  to  know  the  acreage 
involved. 

86 

Paae  4-54  Environmental  Conseauences  Wildlife  Recreational  Facility  Maintenance 
*.  habitat  loss  and  wildlife  displacement  ..would  be  expected  from  intensive  recreation 
development  on  the  Rio  Boniio  acquired  lands. .. 

Comment  Rio  Bonito  and  other  watersheds  that  will  be  used  for  recreational  use  and 
are  susceptible  to  habitat  loss  and  wildlife  displacement  should  not  be  intensively  used. 

87 

Pace  4-55.  Environmental  Conseauences.  Wildlife.  Off-Hiohwav  Vehicle  Use.  *The 
OHV  open  designation  on  over  400.000  acres  of  public  land  rn  the  east  portion  of  the 
resource  area  would  result  m significant  negative  impacts  to  impoaant  wildlife  habitat 
areas  * 

Comment;  OHV  use  should  be  limited  to  designated  OHV  use.  Timing  restrictions  may 
help  eliminate  loss  of  species  and  habitat  during  a sensitive  time.  Closure  of  e^me 
degraded  areas  should  be  seriously  considered,  > 

Pane  4 55.  Environmental  Conseauences  W'Idlife,  Off-Hiohwav  Vehicle  Use.  ‘Under 
Alternatives  C.  D.  and  E.  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat  would  be  insignificant  from  all- 
terrain  vehicles  use  at  the  640-acre  Dunahoo  Hills,  because  the  area  has  been  degraded 
from  past  OHV  use  and  wildlife  values  are  low. 

Comment  Restoration  of  this  damaged  area  should  be  cons'cJered 

a manner  that  recognizes  other  uses  but  considers  the 
health  of  the  ecosystem  first  and  foremost. 

164-81  Your  comment  discusses  Alternative  C. 
Under  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  Alternatives  B and 
D,  we  provide  for  the  muffling  of  pumpjack  motors  to 
a level  of  75db  at  30  feet  (see  Appendix  3).  On  page 
4-49  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  we  predict  that  the  reduced 
noise  level  would  potentially  support  reestablishment 
of  booming  grounds  around  existing  loud  pumpjacks. 

164-82  Again,  your  comment  is  keyed  to  current 
management  or  to  Alternative  C,  not  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  During  NEPA  analysis  of  specific 
proposals,  additional  mitigations  could  be  developed  to 
protect  active  raptor  nests.  The  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements  (Appendix  3)  provides  for  a 
timing  restriction  in  addition  to  a setback. 

164-83  The  activity  that  produces  the  most  surface 
disturbance  is  oil  and  gas  development.  Estimates  of 
acres  disturbed  and  reclaimed  are  in  Appendix  18. 
The  discussion  of  those  impacts  is  in  Chapter  4.  Each 
use  authorization  will  include  mitigation  measures  to 
lessen  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  activity.  Some  of 
the  mitigation  measures  proposed  for  use  are 
described  in  Appendixes  3 and  4.  Other  mitigations 
would  be  developed  on  a site-specific  basis  through 
NEPA  analysis. 


164-84  Allotment  management  plans  are  subject  to 
revision.  As  stated  in  the  RMP  (page  2-15),  we 
expect  eventually  to  revise  some  or  all  of  the  45 
existing  AMPs,  to  keep  them  current. 

164-85  This  comment  refers  to  a paragraph 

discussing  vegetative  management  under  Alternative 
A,  where  the  management  goal  is  to  attain  potential 
plant  community  for  a particular  range  site  described 
by  the  SCS  Range  Site  Guides.  Analysis  of  the  goal 
only  points  out  the  fact  that  some  areas  can  no  longer 
support  a potential  plant  community.  The  idea  of 
finding  and  replacing  these  areas  with  more  viable 
wildlife  habitat  is  not  a feasible  vegetation 
management  goal.  All  range  sites  are  wildlife  habitat. 
A site's  importance  depends  many  factors,  such  as  the 
value  placed  on  that  particular  range  site,  or  the  value 
placed  on  wildlife  using  that  range  site. 

Vegetation  management  under  Alternative  A would  be 
aimed  at  improving  those  range  sites  with  a low  range 
condition  class  to  reach  their  potential.  In  this  case, 
we  are  not  finding  replacement  habitat,  but  improving 
those  range  sites  that  can  be  improved.  We  know 
where  these  range  sites  are  located  and  the  condition 
of  the  sites.  Wildlife  objectives  may  be  to  not  reach 
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the  potential  plant  community  objective  in  all  cases. 
Acreage  figures  for  the  various  range  sites  are  on  file; 
they  are  too  cumbersome  to  include  in  this  planning 
document. 

164-86  Lands  acquired  along  the  Rio  Bonito  near 
Lincoln  (Tracts  1-4)  would  be  managed  for  low 
intensity  recreational  use.  Refer  to  page  2-174  in  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS. 

164-87  Again,  your  comment  concentrates  on 
Alternative  A.  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  we  are 
proposing  closure  or  limitations  on  all  but  1 ,546  acres. 
Refer  to  Table  87  on  page  1-173  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS. 
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Page  4-S7.  Environmental  Consequences.  Wtidlife.  Ovefflow  Wetlands  ACEC.  "Direct 
impacts  ir>ciude  the  toss  of  wildlife  habitat  from  development  facilities,  loss  of  wildlife 
habitat  impaired  water  quality  from  potential  sedimentation  or  pollution  of  wetland 
habitat,  decline  of  waterfowl  populations,  and  loss  of  Pecos  pupfish  found  in  the 
wetlands  and  channels.* 

Comment:  What  mitigative  plans  are  being  offered  for  this  loss  and  what  is  the  total 
acreage  that  would  not  be  protected  by  NSO  restrictions’ 

Page  4-58.  Environmental  Consequences.  Wildlife.  Lands  and  Realty  Management 
■ rights-of-way  would  be  authort^ed  m the  WHA,  resulting  in  negative  impacts  to  the 
riparian- wetlan<:^  ecosystem.* 

Comment:  Established  corridors  and  strict  enforcement  to  use  those  corridors  would 
reduce  negative  impacts 

Pao^  4-60.  Envircnrr^ental  Consequences,  WMdlife.  Noah  Pecos  River  ACEC.  about 
1.920  acres  would  be  open  to  future  oil  and  gas  leasing  with  surface  use 
restrictions  -.the  remaining  area  would  continue  to  be  open  to  leasing  without  surface 
use  restrictions  ..Direct  impacts  include  loss  of  wildlife  habitat. ..impaired  water 
quality. ..loss  of  Pecos  bluntnose  shmer  from  the  Pecos  River.* 

Comment.  The  ACEC  should  be  closed  to  leasing  to  protect  the  npanan.'wetland 
habitat  and  aquatic  habitat.  The  location  of  the  1,920  acres  should  be  described  or 
mapped  to  better  evaluate  impacts  The  potential  to  lose  the  Pecos  bluntnose  shmer 
from  the  Pecos  River  should  be  identified  as  a potential  jeopardy  situation. 

Paoe  4-62  Environmental  Consequences,  W id’ife.  Livestock  Grazing  Management 
"Under  Alternative  A.  livestock  gracing  would  continue  on  all  public  lands  in  the  north 
Pecos  River  ACEC. ..Long-term  negative  impacts  to  riparian  and  wildlife  habitat  would 
result.  ..* 

Comment:  Public  grazing  leases  should  be  adjusted  to  provide  riparian  and  upland 
habitat  impfovemeni. 

Paoi*  AP1 1 -7.  Appendix  1 1 . Rioar.an  Wetland  Community  Type  (RIP).  "Wetland 
habitat  are  typically  marshy,  found  within  the  floodplain  of  streams  or  rivers,  and  have 
shallow  open  water.  The  soils  are  usually  inundated  tor  a long  period  of  time.* 

Comment.  Playa  takes  are  usually  harder  to  classify  as  wetlands.  Hydnc  srjWs  and 
characteristics  are  harder  to  identity  and  vegetat-on  at  times  is  not  present.  Care  must 
be  taken  to  include  these  areas  as  wetlands  A definition  should  be  given  as  to  what  is 
considered  a long  period  of  lime.  Is  this  the  usual  7-14  oays  of  inundation  during  the 
growing  season? 


164-88  Your  comment  discusses  the  analysis  of 
Alternative  A,  existing  management.  Under  Alternative 
E,  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  acreage  unprotected 
by  a no  surface  occupancy  stipulation  is  about  2,130 
acres.  Refer  to  page  2-185  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

164-89  Again,  your  comment  is  aimed  at  the  analysis 
of  Alternative  A,  current  management.  Alternative  E, 
the  Preferred  Alternative,  proposes  the  closure  of 
2,080  acres  to  leasing  and  the  application  of  no 
surface  occupancy  to  another  2,120  acres  (see  page 
2-186  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS).  Maps  of  the  different 
management  options  for  the  North  Pecos  River  ACEC 
are  in  Appendix  14. 

164-90  The  intent  of  this  section  is  to  convey  a 
general  description  and  examples  of  what  may 
constitute  a riparian-wetland  community  type,  not  to 
present  a classification  system.  For  the  various 
criteria  and  definitions  used  in  classifications,  we  may 
refer  to  the  Federal  Manual  for  Identifying  and 
Delineating  Jurisdictional  Wetlands  (FICWD 1 989),  and 
other  published  documents.  A long  period  of  time  is 
defined  as  inundation  from  a single  event  that  ranges 
from  seven  days  to  one  month  during  the  growing 
season.  For  the  purpose  of  land  use  planning,  playa 
lakes  will  receive  the  same  management  consideration 
for  protection  as  do  other  wetland-riparian  areas,  when 
we  evaluate  proposed  land  use  activities.  The  level  of 
protection  would  be  based  on  a case-by-case 
evaluation. 
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T.N.  lfiA-1  Snfcial  Slatus  Species 

23 

for  the  Carlsbad 

Resource  Area 

Comment:  Please  add  or  correct. 

Rifi  Crsnrte  Rhini»r  N^tfOO'S  'emezanus 

FC2 

* 

Arkansas  River  Shmer 

Notrocis  dirardi 

FCl 

Dunes  SageCrush  Lizard 

Sceicoo'-s  arenicolus 

FC2 

Texas  Horned  L'^ard 

Phryi^csoma  r.ornutum 

FC2 

American  Peregrine  Paicon 

Falco  oereonnus  anatum 

FE 

Nonhern  Apiomado  Palcon 

Faicc  ferrioraiis  septer'tr.onai’S 

FE 

Western  Snowy  Plover 

Cha'ad'ius  alexandr  nus  a-vosus 

FC3 

Mountain  Plover 

Charadnu*  montanus 

FCl 

Long-billed  Curlew 

Nurrenius  americanus 

FC3 

Band's  Sparrow 

Ammondramus  batr-dn 

FC2 

Southwestern  Willow 

EmC'dcnax  trailli  extimys 

FE  with  proposed 

Flycatcher 

Mexican  Spotted  Owl 

Str.x  occ'den^aiis  luC'da 

critical  habitat 
FT  with  proposed 

Northern  Goshawk 

Acc  c ter  oentilis 

critical  habitat 
FC2 

91 

Texas  Hornshell  Imussell 

Poce^a  as  oooei 

FC2 

Siack-Foctec  Ferret 

M^steia  nio'ioes 

FE 

Swift  Fox 

Vij'pes  v^igx 

FC2 

Guada'upe  Southern 

ThrmcmYS  umbriOuS  ou.=»daiuCensiS 

FC2 

Pocket  Gopher 
Small-Footed  Myotis 

Mvot  s ciliolabrum 

FC2 

Pale  Townsend’s  Big- 

Piecotus  townsendi’  pallescens 

FC2 

eared  Bat 
Fringed  myotis 

Mvct'S  thysanodfp 

FC2 

Pecos  River  Muskrat 

Oridava  Z'tethicus  ripensis 

FC2 

Gray-Booted  Chip.munk 

Tam>as  c?n,pes 

FC2 

Guadalupe  Smooth  Aster 

Aster  laevts  var  ouadalucensis 

FC3 

GvPSum  Wild  Buckwheat 

Frioonnvjin  avDSOonilum 

FT 

Wright's  water-willow 

JuSt'Cia  vVriqh^ii 

FC2 

Puzzle  sunflower 

Helianthjs  paradoxus 

FCl 

Few-flowe'ed  iGuadaiupei 

Strpctanthus  spars  f^O'as 

FC2 

le  welfiower 
Guadalupe  cliff  daisy 

Chaetopapoa  hershevi 

FC2 

Guadalupe  rabbitbrush 

rhrvscthamr.us  nausecsus  var  texenS'S  FC2 

164-91  The  special  status  species  lists  have  been 
revised.  Refer  to  Appendixes  16  and  17  in  the 
Proposed  Plan. 


2* 

Ptac  AP17-2.  Apc;n(an  17.  Ttbit  A17-1.  Sceca'  Smm  Sixc.es  Occurnna  o, 
j''v  Occuf^’Aq  io  the  Roswell  Resource  Area 

Comment.  Please  add  or  correct. 


Arkansas  River  Shiner 

No^rgptj  girargi 

FC^ 

Arkansas  River  speckled 
chub 

Macfhvoboosis  aest  valis  tetraremus 

FC2 

Mexican  Spotted  Owl 

Strix  occidenalis  lunda 

FT  With  proposed 
cr-t'ca'  r>abitat 

Southwestern  Willow 

Emoidonax  trailln  ^xtimyj 

F£  wth  proposed 

Flycatcher 

critical  habitat 

Western  Snowy  Plover 

Charadrium  aiexandnnus  nivosus 

FC3 

Mountain  Plover 

Charadrium  mgnjjng^ 

FCl 

Long  billed  Curlew 

Nymenius  amercanus 

FC3 

Baird’s  Sparrow 

Ammodr^mu} 

FC2 

Loggt'head  Shnke 

laniius  ludovicianus 

FC2 

Northern  Goshawk 

AcciOiter  gentili} 

FC2 

Western  Burrowing  Owl 

Athene  cun.cuiatia  hvouaea 

FC2 

Koster's  tyronia 

Tryghia  Kosian 

FCl 

Sacramento  Mountains 
Salamander 

Aneides  hardn 

FC2 

Bonita  Diving  Beetle 

Oeronectes  necmex.cana 

FC2 

Organ  Mounta  ns  Colorado 
Chipmunk 

Eutamias  ouadrvttatus  aust's's 

FC2 

New  Mexican  jumping 
Mouse 

ZiDvi  hudsonius  lutem 

FC2 

spotted  bat 

Euderm^  m^culatum 

FC2 

Pate  Townsend's  Big- 
eared  Bat 

Piecoiua  lownaendii  paileicans 

FC2 

Fringed  MyotiS 

Myotis  thvsanodes 

FC2 

Long  legged  Myotis 

Myotis  vQians 

FC2 

Pecos  River  Muskrat 

QhQatta  i'ljeihicus  t'Cens's 

FC2 

Gray-focted  Chipmunk 

IimiiS  tanife? 

FC2 

Pecos  or  Puzzle  Sunflower 

Heiianthus  paradoxus 

FCl  ^ ' 

Guada  upe  Valeria 

Vaienaa  te«ana 

FC3 

Goodd  ng's  Onion 

Allium 

FCl 

Sierra  Bianca  Cliff  Daisy 

Chaetocacpa  eieoans 

FC2 

Sandh.n  Goosefoot 

ChenoooQium  cydoides 

FC2 

164-92  We  attempted  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  portray 
those  species  that  occur  or  have  the  potential  to  occur 
on  public  lands  in  the  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  resource 
areas,  based  on  literature,  rather  than  having  an 
exhaustive  list  of  species  that  have  a low  probability  of 
occurring  in  the  planning  area.  We  have  carefully 
reviewed  the  lists  you  provided  and  have  made 
modifications  to  the  text,  as  appropriate. 
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In  jurnmtrv,  «(ve  b«li«vf  th*t  this  dfst!  document  provides  medequete  mformetion 
concerning  cumuleiive  impects.  md'fect  effects,  end  fong  term  commitment  of 
resources  caused  by  proposed  action  We  also  believe  that  the  array  of 
alternatives  is  totally  inadequate  to  provide  the  basis  upon  which  an  analysis  of 
impacts  may  be  conducted 


If  there  are  any  further  questions,  please  contact  Mary  Orms  at  (505)  761  4525. 


''Pcy^lerPropf!  / 
§t»0<rvisor  \ ^ 


cc; 

Director.  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish.  Santa  Fe.  New  Mexico 
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May  2,  1995 


David  Stout,  RHP/ns  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanagenenc 
Rosvell  District  Office 
1717  w.  2nd  Street 
RCSvell,  NM  88201 


Eddy  Goan  ty  . 


R£:  Revised  cocrents  on  RMP  for  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area 

Dear  Mr.  Stout; 

The  Bddy  County  Board  of  Commissioners  has  adopted  Resolution 
R-95-33  asking  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  current  proposed 
RMP/EIS  for  oil  and  gas  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area.  Me 
would  like  to  submit  specific  reasons  for  this  request  at 
this  tiiTve. 

The  proposed  RKP  would  effect  the  economy  of  the  County  in 
the  following  iranner  by  closing  lands  that  are  currently  open 
for  drilling  and  exploration: 

1.  Closures  would  directly  effect  the  return  of  monies 
to  the  State  and  County  from  royalties  collected.  All 
alternatives  propose  closures,  seme  more  than  others, 
resulting  in  lost  of  revenue. 

2.  The  industry,  itself,  would  be  effected  by  a mass 
exodus  of  gas/oil  related  businesses  to  a less 
restrictive  atmosphere  resulting  in  loss  of  money  into 
the  local  economies. 

Me  would  propose  using  the  current  standards  at  a plumb* line 
and  ask  for  alternatives  to  be  developed  creating  less 
restrictions  on  the  oil  4 gas  industry. 

The  proposed  ACEC's  are  not  necessary  as  Congress  has  already 
set  aside  acreage  on  a national  basis  to  preserve  unique 
resources.  This  Is  a duplicity  of  effort. 

Environmental  consequences  addressed  are  biased  placing 
responsibility  for  problems  on  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  The 
RMP  theorizes  and  is  based  on  unproven  science.  It  does  not 
address  natural  disasters  such  as  floods,  etc. 


The  proposed  alternatives  are  basically  not  defined  in 
specificity  leaving  it  open  to  individual  interpretation. 
Effected  interests  cannot  depend  on  static  definitions. 

The  water  sources  of  all  municipalities,  villages,  and  small 
rjral  water  co-ops  need  to  be  investigated  for  exclusion 
and/or  protection. 

The  cost  of  imples^er.tation  of  this  plan  to  the  taxpayers  is 
not  cost  effective  or  good  representation  of  our  tax  dollars 
at  work. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  corment  on  these  i.mportant 
issues.  We  advocate  responsible  use  of  our  resources  and 
would  like  to  protect  our  citizens  and  diverse  cultures. 

Sincerely, 

EDcy  cou^rrr  bcaad  of  cctwissioiitRS 


4 


Jay  Mobl( 
Chaim^ui 


cc:  Dept,  of  Interior  file 
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STATE  OF  NEW  MEXICO 


COUNTY  OF  EDDY 

RESOLUTION  NO:  R95-13 
REPLACING  RESOLUTION  NO:  R-95-2J 

A RBSOLUTIOB  ASKIMO  TBl  BURJIAO  OF  LAND  HANACBMINT  TO 
WITHDRAW  TBB  PROFOSBD  RMJ>  AND  DBV1LOF  W1W  ALTBRMATIVBS 
THAT  SUPPORT  OUR  BXXSTIHO  INDOSTRIB8  AND  LAND 
NANAGBMBNT  PLANS. 

WH^EAS,  th«  D«p*runent  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land 
Mar^agement  (BL/i)  is  charged  with  the  tnanagec>ent  of  federal 
lands  and  minerals  in  New  Mexico,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Roswell  District  Office  of  the  BlAi  has 
^written  a Draft  Resource  Managemer^t  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  and  Draft  Amendment 
to  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Management  Plan/Enviroomental  lopact 
Statement  (RMP/BIS),  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Draft  RMP  affects  uses  of  lands  located 
within  Eddy  County,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  6LM  has  created  an  unfair  advsmtage  to  the 
public's  determinination  of  the  needs  of  the  resource  area 
by  publishing  a doc^^ent  which  is  coo^licated  and  lengthy 


without  allowing 
maV.e  cormenc,  and 

sufficient 

tune  to  adequately 

analyze 

and 

WHEP-EAS . the 

najority 

of  the  alternatives 

in  the 

RMP 

restrict  access  to  federal  lands  within  Eddy  County  that  are 
needed  to  promote  economic  use  by  establishing  additional 
special  use  areas,  ACEC's  and  surface  use  and  occupancy 
requirements  that  place  excessive  stipulations  upon 
exploration  and  production,  and 

WHEREAS,  certain  alternatives  would  put  additional 
burdens  on  existing  stripper  oil  and  gas  production  which  may 
lead  to  premature  abandonment,  and^ 

WHEREAS,  certain  alternatives  in  the  RMP,  as  mrbposed, 
are  econcrdcally  detrimental  to  Eddy  County  because  they 
reduce  the  return  of  federal  royalty  revenue  to  the  State, 
and 


WHEREAS,  certain  alternatives  in  the  RW?  are 
economically  detrimental  to  Eddy  County  because  they  increase 
bureaucracy  that  will  result  in  inhibiting  grcvth  within  the 
county,  and 


WHEREA5,  the  RMP  does  not  address  exclusion  of  the  water 
sources  of  all  municipalities,  villages,  and  small  rural  co- 
ops for  domestic  use, 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Eddy  County 
Board  of  Cormissionere  call  for  the  BLM  to  withdraw  the 
proposed  Draft  RMP  and  develop  additional  alternatives  less 
restrictive  that  would  support  the  existing  land  management 
plan. 

PASSED  AND  APPROVED  BY  THE  EDDY  COUTiTY  BOARD  OF  CC^WISSrONERS 
in  an  op^n  meeting  May  2,  X99S. 

EDDY  COUNTY  COMMISSION  CHAIRMMi  ATTEST: 


Jay  Mobley  7^ 


/ q 

^ J 

Karen  Davis,  County  Clerk 
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June  29.  1995 

\ 

DavkJ  Sioui.  RMP'EIS  Tc^  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Managemeoi 
Roswell  Districi  Office 
1717  West  2nd  Sircei 
Roswell.  Mexico  88201 

Re;  Rosv.eH  Resource  Managemcni  Plan  EflvironrnenuJ  Impact  Suicraem  (EIS) 

Carlsbad  Resource  Marugemeru  Plan  Amendmem  EnviroomenuJ  Impact  Sutemeni 

Dear  Mr.  Stout 

The  Oil.  Gas  &.  Minerals  Division  of  the  State  Land  Office  has  reviewed  the  above  documents 
which  address  alternative  resource  management  plans  in  ibc  Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource 
Areas.  .Mibough  drafted  for  federal  land  and  federal  mineral  esute  in  southeastern  New  Mexico, 
the  altematives  will  have  a large  impact  on  State  Trust  Lands  and  on  state  ro>alty  revenues. 

The  ke>  oil  and  gas  issues  which  vve  feel  requue  further  analysis  are 

lands  proposed  for  acquisition, 
lands  and  realty  managecnem.  and 
oil  and  gas  leasing  stipulations. 

I)  LANDS  PROPOSED  FOR  ACQUISITION  Approximatclv  36.806  acres  of  Suic  Trust  Lands 
are  proposed  for  acquisition  for  reasons  such  as  environmental  protection,  future  recreational 
plans,  archaeological  areas  of  significance,  etc  .Although  much  of  the  suie  land  u curreniJy 
unJeased.  some  of  this  suie  Kreage  is  leased  and  is  highly  productive  from  pools  such  as  the 
Pecos  Slope  Abo.  Caprock  Morrow.  Chaves  Queen  and  Vest  Ranch  Queen.  The  different 
alternatives  presented  in  the  resource  plans  were  not  specific  as  to  the  impacts  that  would  occur 
if  all  or  portions  of  the  sute  lands  are  not  acquired,  or  not  acquired  in  a time!)  manner  Without 
discussions  to  address  our  concerns,  we  carmot  suppon  the  proposals  in  this  form  As  the 
Roswell  EJS  states  on  page  2*14.  "The  acquistiion  of  state  and  private  lands  in  wilderness  study 
areas  would  be  pursued  tf  opponurutits  arisi  ' (Emphasis  added  ) It  is  disrurhmg  that  with  the 
large  amount  of  state  land  involved  in  each  proposal,  closer  coordination  between  the  agencies 
was  not  pursued 


2 


3 

4 


II)  LA.NDS  AND  REALTY  MA.VAGENIENT  In  all  of  ihe  proposals,  access  to  certain  lease 
acreage  Junng  certain  seasons  and.  in  some  cases,  elimination  of  surface  use  or  access 
altogether.  »opld  affect  access  to  state  lands  As  a result,  development  or  use  of  State  Tnjsi 
Land  could  be  controlled  b>  these  federal  policies  and  could  adversely  impact  revenues  to  the 
beneficiaries  of  tfie  Trust  ^^c  will  strongly  object  to  isolation  of  state  land  and  negative  revenue 
impacts  to  the  Trust  without  concurrence  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Lands 

III)  OIL  A.ND  GAS  LE.ASING  STIPULATION  AKE.AS  Rjghts-of-way  would  be  issued  on  a 
case-by<ase  basis,  and  would  gram  access  only  after  sue  specific  analysis  and  development  of 
specific  stipulations  Prevention  of  Kcess  to  lands  for  development  of  minerals  could  result  in 
royally  income  loss  to  the  state  from  federal  acreage  as  well  as  from  suie  acreage  These 
restnctions  mvoNe  approiimaiely  4 million  acres  Isolation  of  suie  lands  through  refusal  to 
grant  access  to  those  lands  could  result  in  adverse  consequences  to  the  Trust. 

An  area  of  concern  which  was  not  addressed  in  the  different  proposals  is  the  potential  for 
conflttis  which  ma>  arise  berwetn  the  requircmcms  of  established  state  and  federal  unit 
agreemenu  and  the  resource  management  plans  In  some  instances,  such  as  the  Big  Edd\  I'nii. 
the  expanded  area  and  rcsinciions  proposed  for  the  Maroon  Cliffs  Archaeological  Disin'ci  may 
have  no  net  effect  on  production  or  development,  since  poush  rcsinoions  already  apply  to  these 
lands  In  some  instances,  however,  conflicts  with  the  unit  agreements  may  axise 

Throughout  the  documents,  acquisition  of  state  and  pnvatc  lands  is  treated  as  a coosidcration  *if 
the  opporrumry  anscs.  >ct  these  lands  have  a large  influence  on  the  success  of  the  resource 
management  goals  I am  cofKcmed  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  resource  management 
plans  may  be  mterpreicd  as  anempis  to  include  State  Trust  LarvJ  and  to  influence  the 
development  and  production  from  these  lands  without  adequate  discussion  with  the  Suie  Lar>d 
Office  and  jpproval  from  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Lands 


If  you  would  like  to  discuss  these  issues,  please  feel  free  to  call  me  at  (505j  827-4489 


Sinccrcl) . 


Cary  Carlson 

•Assistant  Commissioner  for  Mineral  Resources 


CC  JB  jb 


166-1  If  parcels  of  state  trust  land  identified  in  the 
RMP  were  not  acquired,  management  planned  for 
special  areas  would  be  more  difficult  to  accomplish. 
We  have  simply  identified  our  interest  in  acquiring 
certain  state-owned  lands  to  further  our  proposed 
management  by  eliminating  inholdings  of  non-public 
lands.  The  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between 
the  BLM's  New  Mexico  State  Director  and  Ray  Powell, 
Commissioner  of  Public  Lands,  New  Mexico  State 
Land  Office  dated  and  signed  March  14,  1994,  would 
guide  any  proposals  for  exchange  of  lands.  Close 
coordination  between  the  BLM  and  the  state  would 
occur  from  the  outset  of  specific  proposals  for 
acquisition  of  state  trust  land.  The  proposed 
acquisitions  would  occur  only  if  the  state  is  a willing 
participant  and  would  be  beneficial  to  both  parties. 
Exchange  is  our  preferred  method  of  acquisition. 

166-2  Under  the  preferred  alternative  (and  other 
alternatives,  as  well)  public  lands  would  be  made 
available  for  rights-of-way  for  access.  In  defined 
exclusion  and  avoidance  areas  public  lands  would 
continue  to  be  open  to  the  consideration  of  granting 
rights-of-way  for  access.  The  areas  proposed  for 
exclusion  or  avoidance  apply  only  to  major 
rights-of-way;  access  to  a lease  is  not  considered  a 
major  right-of-way.  Land  exchanges  are  a possible 
means  of  resolving  conflicts  in  areas  where  access 
seems  to  be  a problem. 

166-3  The  Mineral  Leasing  Act  provides  a lessee  the 
right  of  ingress  and  egress.  Denial  of  access  to 
existing  federal  leases  is  not  applied  retroactively; 
access  to  an  existing  lease  would  not  be  denied  to  a 
lessee.  The  NEPA  requires  consideration  of 
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reasonable  alternatives  to  proposals  (such  as  access 
to  a lease)  and  the  mitigation  of  impacts  to  resources. 
Access  across  public  lands  to  state  trust  lands  has  not 
been  a problem  in  the  past,  and  we  believe  the  RMP 
will  not  result  in  significant  changes  in  that  practice. 

166-4  We  believe  there  is  not  a conflict  between  RMP 
decisions  and  the  requirements  of  existing  unit 
agreements.  Since  leases  in  a unit,  or  proposed  to  be 
included  in  a unit,  already  have  leasing  stipulations, 
those  stipulations  would  become  part  of  the  operating 
constraints  of  the  unit.  Owners  and  operators  of  those 
leases  would  already  be  aware  of  the  stipulations  and 
the  requirements  of  the  unit  would  be  developed 
accordingly.  By  virtue  of  the  nature  of  a unit,  there  are 
no  unleased  areas  in  the  unit,  all  the  leases  in  the  unit 
are  held  by  production,  and  the  leases  become 
essentially  one  lease.  There  would  be  no  opportunity 
for  new  leases  to  be  issued  in  a unit.  New  stipulations 
are  not  applied  retroactively  to  existing  leases.  In  the 
example  you  mention,  stipulations  in  an  expanded 
archeological  district  would  be  added  only  to  new 
leases.  Conditions  of  approval  for  APDs  or  other 
activities  in  the  unit  could  affect  some  portions  of  the 
unit.  In  most  cases,  unitization  could  be  beneficial 
because  drainage  situations  would  be  alleviated  and 
the  number  of  wells  that  otherwise  would  be  drilled 
would  be  reduced. 
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20  September 


Construction  and  Operations  Division 
Operations  Technical  Support  Branch 


Bureau  oJ  l.and  Management 
Ronvell  .Resource  Area 
Attention:  Saundra  L.  Allen 
P.O.  Drawer  \857 
Roswell,  NM  88202-1857 


Dear  Ms.  Allen: 

' ' In  a recent  discussion  between  Jerry  Dutchover  of  your  staff, 
and  Mark  Stark,  Reservoir  Manager,  Santa  Rosa  Lake  and  Dam  and  Two 
Rivers  Dam,  it  was  brought  to  our  attention  that  a request  for 
input  to  the  Roswell  Resource  Management  Plan  concerning  Corps  of 
Engineers  restrictions  on  oil  and  gas  operations  for  the  Two  Rivers 
Dan  pro;)ect  had  not  been  received  from  this  office. 


I apologize  for  the  lateness  of  our  response.  Per  your 
conversation  with  Mr.  Stark,  the  only  remaining  concerns  at  this 
time  relate  to  restrictions  for  oil  and  gas  leases  and  exploratory 
drilling  or  extraction.  For  your  records,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  the  following  concerns,  considerations,  and/or  restrictions  for 
oil  and  gas  leases  (exploratory  drilling  or  extraction): 

a.  No  drilling  shall  be  conducted  within  1000'  of  the  dam 
embankments,  appurtenant  structures  and  the  spillway. 

b No  buildings,  structures,  etc.,  shall  be  constructed  or 
otherwise  left  in  areas  subject  to  inundation  due  flood  storage. 

c.  All  activities  shall  be  reported  to  and  coordinated  with 
the  Santa  Rosa  Lake  and  Dam  Reservoir  manager. 


re 

Te 


If  you  have  any  questions  or  5 comments 
strictions  please  contact  C.  Susan  Shanpine,  Chief,  qo 
chnical  Support  Branch,  505-766-2721  or  Mark  Stark,  R 


concerning  these 
erat ;ons 
eservoir 


Manager,  Santa  Rosa  Lake  and  Dam,  505-4  72-3115. 


^ ^'yy\sLJU^ 

BIRT  ES-fttEtJAN,  P.E. 

Chief,  Construction  ^nd  Operations 
Division 


167-1  The  surface  use  restrictions  described  in  your 
letter  have  been  added  to  the  text.  Refer  to  the 
Proposed  RMP  and  Table  34. 
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ALTERNATIVES  COMPARISON 


This  section  is  a side-by-side  comparison  of  Alternative  E from  Chapter  2 of  the  Draft 
Roswell  RMP/EIS  and  the  Draft  Carlsbad  RMPA/EIS,  with  Alternative  F.  Alternative  F was 
presented  as  a public  comment  (letter  #159)  on  the  draft  plans  by  the  Resource  Users 
Coalition.  Primary  differences  between  Alternatives  E and  F are  the  emphasis  in  Alternative 
F on  commodity  production,  the  elimination  of  ACECs,  and  changes  to,  or  elimination  of, 
several  appendixes.  The  tone  of  Alternative  F reflects  the  commodity  production  interests  of 
the  Resource  Users  Coalition,  especially  livestock  grazing  and  oil  and  gas  development. 
Much  of  Alternative  F is  reflected  in  comment  letters  #112,  #128  and  #149.  A number  of 
changes  to  the  draft  plans  were  made  as  a result  of  those  comments;  refer  to  the  BLM  s 
responses  to  comments  in  this  volume. 

Maps  and  tables  have  not  been  reprinted  in  this  section,  since  Alternative  F did  not  include 
maps  and  tables.  Refer  to  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS  and  the  Draft  Carlsbad  RMPA/EIS  for 
the  tables  and  maps  referenced  in  the  text. 
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ALTERNATIVES  COMPARISON 


ALTERNATIVE  E 

MANAGEMENT  COMMON  TO 
ALL  ALTERNATIVES 

Some  management  actions  described  in  this 
section  reflect  ongoing  management  that  is 
deemed  adequate  and  would  remain  unchanged  no 
matter  which  alternative  is  chosen  as  the  preferred 
alternative.  Other  management  actions  in  this 
section  were  developed  as  parts  of  the  various 
alternatives.  The  characteristics  of  those  actions 
are  such  that  they  will  remain  the  same  under  any 
alternative.  Thus,  the  following  management 
guidance  is  applicable  to,  and  constitutes  a part  of, 
each  alternative.  It  is  presented  here  to  avoid 
repetition. 


In  this  section,  management  proposed  for  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area  is  found  only  in  the 
Fluid  Minerals  Management  section  under  the 
Minerals  Management  heading  and  in 
appendixes  referenced  in  that  section.  All  other 
proposed  management  in  this  alternative  is  for 
the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  The  term 
"resource  area"  applies  to  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

MANAGEMENT  COMMON  TO  ALL 
ALTERNATIVES 

Some  management  actions  described  in  this 
section  reflect  ongoing  management  that  is 
deemed  adequate  and  would  remain  unchanged  no 
matter  which  alternative  is  chosen  as  the  preferred 
alternative.  Other  management  actions  in  this 
section  were  developed  as  parts  of  the  various 
alternatives.  The  characteristics  of  those  actions 
are  such  that  they  will  remain  the  same  under  any 
alternative.  Thus,  the  following  management 
guidance  is  applicable  to,  and  constitutes  a part  of, 
each  alternative,  unless  otherwise  noted.  It  is 
presented  here  to  avoid  repetition. 


In  this  section,  management  proposed  for  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area  is  found  only  in  the  Fluid 
Minerals  Management  section  under  the  Minerals 
Management  heading  and  in  appendixes 
referenced  in  that  section.  All  other  proposed 
management  in  this  alternative  is  for  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area.  The  term  "resource  area"  applies 
to  the  Roswell  Resource  Area. 
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ALTERNATIVES  COMPARISON 


ALTERNATIVE  E 
MINERALS  MANAGEMENT 

Fluid  Minerals  Management 

ROSWELL  DISTRICT 

The  BLM  would  continue  to  require  oil  and  gas 
lessees  to  conduct  operations  in  a manner  that 
would  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  resources,  land 
uses,  and  users.  To  that  end,  the  BLM  would 
continue  to  apply  reasonable  measures,  including, 
at  a minimum,  relocating  proposed  operations  by 
no  more  than  200  meters  or  prohibiting  new 
surface  disturbance  for  a period  of  no  more  than  60 
days. 

Requirements  that  have  been  issued  in  Orders  or 
Notices  to  Lessees  (NTL)  concerning 
environmental  and  other  factors  associated  with  the 
drilling  of  oil  and  gas  wells  would  continue  to  be 
enforced,  as  would  future  orders  and  NTLs. 

In  addition  to  any  special  stipulations,  the 
development  of  new  and  existing  leases  would  be 
further  guided  by  the  application  of  the  Roswell 
District  Standard  Conditions  of  Approval  (Appendix 
4). 

Open-top  tanks,  reserve  pits,  disposal  pits,  or  other 
open  pits  would  be  required  to  be  covered  with  a 
fine  mesh  netting  to  make  them  inaccessible  to 
birds,  bats  or  other  wildlife. 

Areas  designated  as  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
(WSAs)  are  closed  to  leasing  as  part  of  the 
Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy.  Existing 
leases  in  WSAs  would  not  be  reissued  once  they 
expire.  Even  if  the  WSAs  are  not  designated  as 
wilderness  by  Congress,  all  WSAs  in  the  Roswell 
District  would  remain  closed  to  leasing,  with  the 
exception  of  about  1,060  acres  in  the  Mudgetts 
WSA  that  lie  north  of  the  cave  protection  zone 
identified  in  the  Dark  Canyon  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (see  Map  5).  Management  of  the  part 
of  the  Mudgetts  WSA  that  could  eventually  be 
opened  to  leasing  would  be  governed  by  the 
Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements,  the 
Practices  for  Oil  and  Gas  Drilling  Operations  in 
Cave  and  Karst  Areas,  and  the  Roswell  District 
Conditions  of  Approval.  Refer  to  the  descriptions 
of  the  alternatives  for  specific  information  on  the 
management  of  this  area. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

MINERALS  MANAGEMENT 

Fluid  Minerals  Management 

Roswell  District 

The  BLM  would  continue  to  require  oil  and  gas 
lessees  to  conduct  operations  in  a reasonable 
manner.  To  that  end,  the  BLM  would  continue  to 
apply  reasonable  measures,  including,  relocating 
proposed  operations  a reasonable  distance  but  no 
greater  than  200  feet. 


Requirements  that  have  been  issued  in  Orders  or 
Notices  to  Lessees  (NTL)  concerning 
environmental  and  other  factors  associated  with  the 
drilling  of  oil  and  gas  wells  would  continue  to  be 
enforced,  as  would  future  orders  and  NTLs. 

In  addition  to  any  special  stipulations,  the 
development  of  new  leases  would  be  further 
guided  by  the  application  of  the  Roswell  District 
Standard  Conditions  of  Approval  (Appendix  4). 


Areas  designated  as  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
(WSAs)  are  closed  to  leasing  as  part  of  the 
Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy.  Existing 
leases  in  WSAs  would  not  be  reissued  once  they 
expire.  Management  of  the  part  of  the  Mudgetts 
WSA  that  could  eventually  be  opened  to  leasing 
would  be  governed  by  the  Roswell  District 
Conditions  of  Approval.  Refer  to  the  descriptions 
of  the  alternatives  for  specific  information  on  the 
management  of  this  area. 
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ALTERNATIVES  COMPARISON 


ALTERNATIVE  E 

Cultural  sites  determined  to  be  eligible  and 
potentially  eligible  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  would  be  protected  from  damage 
by  avoidance.  Potentially  eligible  sites  would  be 
tested  to  determine  their  eligibility  and  mitigation 
such  as  data  recovery  would  be  required  for 
eligible  sites  if  avoidance  could  not  be 
accomplished. 

As  a standard  practice,  ephemeral  and  perennial 
drainages  and  wetland/riparian  areas  would  be 
avoided  as  locations  for  oil  and  gas  related 
facilities,  including  drilling  locations,  production 
facilities,  roads,  and  pipelines.  Whenever  possible, 
facilities  would  be  confined  to  existing  alignments 
or  locations,  minimizing  width  requirements  and 
maximizing  multiple  occupancy. 

As  a standard  practice,  pipelines  associated  with 
oil  and  gas  exploration,  development,  production 
and  transportation  would  be  buried.  Pipelines  with 
a pressure  greater  than  125  psi  must  be  buried  and 
preferably  be  constructed  of  steel.  If  the  use  of 
plastic  pipe  is  approved,  the  pipe  must  meet 
American  Petroleum  Institute  specifications  for 
polyethylene  pipe.  All  permanent  plastic  pipelines 
must  be  buried.  A waiver  of  the  requirement  to 
bury  all  pipelines  would  be  considered  in  the 
following  situations: 

• Short  distance  steel  pipelines  authorized 
on-lease,  if  they  carry  pressure  below  125 
psi  and  are  less  than  two  inches  in 
nominal  diameter.  Pipelines  would  have  to 
be  buried  at  road  crossings.  Where  a 
pipeline  is  exposed,  painting  would  be 
required  in  accordance  with  the  painting 
policy  (see  Appendix  3).  Waiver  of 
requirements  for  painting  would  be 
considered  when  short  distances  are 
involved  or  when  a pipeline  is  not  readily 
visible  because  of  screening. 

• The  temporary  (one  year  or  less)  surface 
installation  of  plastic  pipelines,  after 
considering  the  length  of  the  pipeline,  its 
proposed  location,  the  potential  hazards 
present  (e.g.,  likelihood  of  damage  by  fire 
or  OHV  use),  the  characteristics  of  the 
pipe  regarding  deterioration  (including  by 
sunlight),  the  ASTM  or  similar 
specifications  for  the  pipe,  the  intended 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Cultural  sites  determined  to  be  eligible  and 
reasonably  determined  to  be  potentially  eligible  to 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  would  be 
protected  from  damage  by  avoidance.  Sites  would 
be  tested  to  determine  their  eligibility. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

use  of  the  pipeline,  and  other  appropriate  factors. 

• Where  rock  outcrops  at  the  surface  make 
the  burial  of  a pipeline  impractical,  such  as 
when  unreasonable  and  unreclaimable 
surface  disturbance  would  result.  Where 
the  pipeline  is  exposed,  painting  would  be 
required  in  accordance  with  the  painting 
policy  for  visual  resource  management 
areas. 

• Where  the  surface  ownership  along  the 
pipeline  route  is  mixed,  and  the  majority  of 
surface  ownership  is  not  public.  In  those 
cases,  the  installation  of  pipelines  on 
public  land  would  conform  to  the  practice 
to  be  employed  on  the  remainder  of  the 
pipeline,  unless  special  resource 
management  concerns  dictate  strict 
adherence  to  this  policy. 

CARLSBAD  RESOURCE  AREA 

The  portions  of  the  497,000-acre  potash  area  open 
to  future  leasing  for  oil  and  gas  would  continue  to 
be  leased  with  the  Potash  Stipulation.  Generally, 
the  Potash  Stipulation  allows  drilling  for  oil  and  gas 
if  the  drilling  does  not  interfere  with  potash  mining, 
does  not  create  undue  waste  of  potash,  and  does 
not  create  a hazard.  In  abandoning  wells  drilled 
under  the  stipulation,  infiltration  of  oil,  gas  or  water 
into  potash  deposits,  mines  or  workings  must  be 
prevented. 

Lease  notices  would  be  used  to  alert  lessees  to 
potential  special  requirements  on  exploration, 
drilling  or  production.  Lease  notices  covering 
protection  of  potential  cave  or  karst  areas, 
protection  of  threatened  or  endangered  or  sensitive 
plant  or  animal  species,  and  the  use  of  the  Alkali 
Lake  and  Hackberry  Lake  OHV  areas  would 
remain  in  use.  Additional  lease  notices  would  be 
developed  as  needed. 

The  Record  of  Decision  for  the  Dark  Canyon 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (1994)  would 
guide  the  management  of  oil  and  gas  resources  in 
a portion  of  Dark  Canyon  just  north  of  Carlsbad 
Caverns  National  Park  (see  Map  5).  The  actions 
mandated  by  the  record  of  decision  are 
summarized  below; 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


Carlsbad  Resource  Area 

The  portions  of  the  497,CX)0-acre  potash  area  open 
to  future  leasing  for  oil  and  gas  would  continue  to 
be  leased  with  the  Potash  Stipulation  and  drilling  is 
permitted  pursuant  to  the  1986  Secretarial  Order. 


Lease  notices,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights  would 
be  used  to  alert  lessees  and  potential  bidders  to 
potential  special  requirements  on  exploration, 
drilling  or  production.  Lease  notices  covering 
protection  of  potential  cave  areas,  protection  of 
threatened  or  endangered  plant  or  animal  species. 


The  Record  of  Decision  for  the  Dark  Canyon 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (1994)  would 
guide  the  management  of  oil  and  gas  resources  in 
a portion  of  Dark  Canyon  just  north  of  Carlsbad 
Caverns  National  Park  (see  Map  5).  The  actions 
mandated  by  the  record  of  decision  are 
summarized  below: 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

• close  the  entire  EIS  Study  Area  (about 
8,320  surface  acres)  to  future  oil  and  gas 
leasing; 

• existing  leases  in  the  EIS  Study  Area 
subject  to  a NSO  stipulation  would  remain 
subject  to  the  restriction; 

• producing  or  producible  wells  in  the  EIS 
Study  Area  may  continue  to  produce  and 
be  maintained  for  that  purpose; 

• existing  leases  in  the  EIS  Study  Area 
outside  the  cave  protection  zone  (CPZ) 
(about  3,280  surface  acres)  that  are 
available  for  surface  occupancy  and 
development  would  be  subject  to 
prescribed  mitigation  measures; 

• existing  leases  or  portions  of  existing 
leases  inside  the  CPZ  (about  9,760 
surface  acres)  would  not  be  available  for 
surface  occupancy,  but  may  be  developed 
using  directional  drilling  from  outside  the 
CPZ. 

The  reader  should  refer  to  the  Final  Dark  Canyon 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Record  of 
Decision  for  specific  information  on  the 
management  of  the  Dark  Canyon  area. 

The  Lechuguilla  Cave  Protection  Act  of  1993, 
establishes  a cave  protection  zone  (see  Map  5), 
which  conforms  to  the  cave  protection  zone 
established  in  the  Dark  Canyon  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  except  that  an  additional  360 
acres  are  included,  making  this  CPZ  about  10,120 
(surface)  acres  in  size.  Among  the  requirements  of 
the  Act  is  the  withdrawal  of  the  lands  in  the  CPZ 
from  mineral  and  geothermal  leasing. 

The  Dark  Canyon  Scenic  Area  and  ACEC  (3,220 
acres),  and  the  Manhole  Caves  (100  acres),  and 
Mudgetts  Caves  (50  acres)  special  management 
areas  would  be  managed  according  to  the  Record 
of  Decision  for  the  Dark  Canyon  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  which  is  summarized  above. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

- close  the  entire  EIS  Study  Area  (about  8,320 
surface  acres)  to  future  oil  and  gas  leasing; 

- existing  leases  in  the  EIS  Study  Area  subject  to 
a NSO  stipulation  would  remain  subject  to  the 
restriction; 

- producing  or  producible  wells  in  the  EIS  Study 
Area  may  continue  to  produce  and  be  maintained 
for  that  purpose; 

- existing  leases  in  the  EIS  Study  Area  outside  the 
cave  protection  zone  (CPZ)  (about  3,280  surface 
acres)  that  are  available  for  surface  occupancy  and 
development  would  be  subject  to  APPENDIX  3. 


- existing  leases  or  portions  of  existing  leases 
inside  the  CPZ  (about  9,760  surface  acres)  would 
not  be  available  for  surface  occupancy,  but  may  be 
developed  using  directional  drilling  from  outside  the 
CPZ. 


The  reader  should  refer  to  the  Final  Dark  Canyon 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Record  of 
Decision  for  specific  information  on  the 
management  of  the  Dark  Canyon  area. 

The  Lechuguilla  Cave  Protection  Act  of  1993, 
establishes  a cave  protection  zone  (see  Map  5), 
which  conforms  to  the  cave  protection  zone 
established  in  the  Dark  Canyon  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  Among  the  requirements  of  the 
Act  is  the  withdrawal  of  the  lands  in  the  CPZ  from 
mineral  and  geothermal  leasing. 


The  Dark  Canyon  Scenic  Area  and  ACEC  (3,220 
acres),  and  the  Manhole  Caves  (100  acres),  and 
Mudgetts  Caves  (50  acres)  special  management 
areas  would  be  managed  according  to  the  Record 
of  Decision  for  the  Dark  Canyon  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  which  is  summarized  above. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Unless  otherwise  authorized,  surface  use  or 
occupancy  would  be  excluded  in  the  25,600-acre 
East  Guadalupe  Escarpment  Habitat  Management 
Area  (see  Maps  10  and  16)  as  follows: 

1 . Within  400  meters  of: 

• Existing  and  proposed  wildlife  watering 
sites; 

• Riparian  areas,  wetlands,  springs,  water 
wells,  and  ephemeral,  intermittent,  or 
perennial  streams; 

• Raptor  nests  which  have  been  active  for 
the  past  two  years. 

2.  Slopes  over  30  percent,  or  over  20  percent  on 
extremely  erodible  or  slumping  soils. 

3.  Identified  flood  hazard  zones. 

These  management  prescriptions  would 

supersede  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  (Appendix  3)  that  normally  would  be 
applied  to  the  Habitat  Management  Area 

A controlled  surface  use  restriction  would  be 
applied  when  needed  as  a condition  of  approval  for 
APDs  for  oil  or  gas  wells  proposed  in  the  City  of 
Carlsbad’s  municipal  water  well  field,  or  within  3 
miles  of  the  field  (Map  6).  If  an  APD  is  filed  in  that 
area,  the  BLM  would  consult  with  the  City  of 
Carlsbad  to  determine  the  appropriate  action  to 
take.  Prohibitions  on  blasting  during  well-site 
construction  and  special  casing  requirements  would 
be  the  restrictions  most  often  applied.  This 
controlled  surface  use  restriction  would  apply  to  an 
area  of  about  26,800  acres  of  public  surface  and 
minerals,  and  about  2,720  acres  of  federal  mineral 
estate  under  other  surface  ownerships. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Unless  otherwise  authorized,  surface  use  or 
occupancy  would  be  excluded  in  the  25,600-acre 
East  Guadalupe  Escarpment  Habitat  Management 
Area  (see  Maps  10  and  16)  as  follows: 

1 .  Within  400  meters  of: 

-Existing  and  proposed  wildlife  watering  sites; 


-Riparian  areas,  wetlands,  springs,  water  wells,  and 
ephemeral,  intermittent,  or  perennial  streams; 


-Raptor  nests  which  have  been  active  for  the  past 
two  years. 

2.  Slopes  over  30  percent,  or  over  20  percent  on 
extremely  erodible  or  slumping  soils. 

3.  Identified  flood  hazard  zones. 

These  management  prescriptions  would 

supersede  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  (Appendix  3)  that  normally  would  be 
applied  to  the  Habitat  Management  Area. 

A controlled  surface  use  restriction  would  be 
applied  when  needed  as  a condition  of  approval  for 
APDs  for  oil  or  gas  wells  proposed  in  the  City  of 
Carlsbad’s  municipal  water  well  field.  If  an  APD  is 
filed  in  that  area,  the  BLM  and  operator  should 
consult  with  the  City  of  Carlsbad. 
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Other  Surface  Management  Agencies 

In  some  cases,  federal  minerals  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  underlie  lands  managed  by  other 
agencies  (known  as  "other  surface  management 
agencies"),  see  Map  7.  The  other  surface 
management  agencies  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource 
Area  were  asked  to  provide  their  oil  and  gas 
leasing  recommendations  and  leasing  stipulations. 
The  leasing  requirements  are  described  below. 
The  acreages  listed  refer  to  federal  mineral  estate. 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

• Consult  with  FAA  prior  to  approving 
occupancy  at  Air  Base  City  (Hobbs 
Industrial  Air  Park)  (160  acres);  Carlsbad 
Airport  (160  acres);  Jal  Airport  (280  acres); 
Artesia  Airport  (200  acres) 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Brantley  Reservoir  (31,000  acres  including  the 
state  park) 

• No  Surface  Occupancy  within  the 
boundary  of  Brantley  Lake  State  Park. 

• No  Surface  Occupancy  within  one-half  mile 
of  Brantley  Dam  site.  Drilling  proposed 
within  one-half  to  one  mile  of  the  Brantley 
Dam  site  would  be  considered  on  a case- 
by-case  basis  after  review  of  the  geology 
of  the  proposed  drilling  location.  In  no 
case  would  surface  occupancy  be  allowed 
within  one-half  mile  of  the  dam. 

• Surface  occupancy  below  natural  elevation 
3271’  would  be  considered  on  a case-by- 
case  basis. 

• No  storage  facilities  below  elevation  3286’ 
MSL 

• Areas  not  covered  by  the  requirements 
mentioned  above  would  be  leased  and 
managed  under  appropriate  BLM  Roswell 
District  stipulations  or  conditions  of 
approval  (e.g.,  stipulations  for  floodplains). 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Other  Surface  Management  Agencies 

In  some  cases,  federal  minerals  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area  underlie  lands  managed  by  other 
agencies  (known  as  "other  surface  management 
agencies"),  see  Map  7.  The  other  surface 
management  agencies  in  the  Carlsbad  Resource 
Area  were  asked  to  provide  their  oil  and  gas 
leasing  recommendations  and  leasing  stipulations. 
The  leasing  requirements  are  described  below. 
The  acreages  listed  refer  to  federal  mineral  estate. 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

- Consult  with  FAA  prior  to  approving  occupancy  at 
Air  Base  City  (Hobbs  Industrial  Air  Park)  (160 
acres)  Carlsbad  Airport  (160  acres)  Jal  Airport  (280 
acres)  Artesia  Airport  (200  acres) 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Brantley  Reservoir  (31,000  acres  including  the 
state  park) 

-No  Surface  Occupancy  within  the  boundary  of 
Brantley  Lake  State  Park. 

-No  Surface  Occupancy  within  one-half  mile  of 
Brantley  Dam  site.  Drilling  proposed  within  one- 
half  to  one  mile  of  the  Brantley  Dam  site  would  be 
considered  on  a case-by-case  basis  after  review  of 
the  geology  of  the  proposed  drilling  location.  In  no 
case  would  surface  occupancy  be  allowed  within 
one-half  mile  of  the  dam. 


-Surface  occupancy  below  natural  elevation  3271’ 
would  be  considered  on  a case-by-case  basis. 

-No  storage  facilities  below  elevation  3286’  MSL. 


-Areas  not  covered  by  the  requirements  mentioned 
above  would  be  leased  and  managed  under 
appropriate  BLM  Carlsbad  Area  stipulations. 
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Avalon  Reservoir  (14,800  acres) 

• No  Surface  Occupancy  within  one-half  mile 
of  the  Avalon  Dam  site. 

• No  Surface  Occupancy  below  elevation 
3190’  MSL. 

• No  storage  facilities  below  elevation  3200’ 
MSL. 

• Areas  not  covered  by  the  requirements 
mentioned  above  would  be  leased  and 
managed  under  appropriate  BLM  Roswell 
District  stipulations  or  conditions  of 
approval  (e.g.,  stipulations  for  floodplains). 

If  lands  presently  managed  by  the  BOR  revert  back 
to  the  management  of  the  BLM,  they  would  be 
leased  with  the  above  restrictions  and  managed 
under  appropriate  Roswell  District  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements  (Appendix  3)  and 
Conditions  of  Approval  (Appendix  4). 


Department  of  Energy 

WIPP  Site  (10,245  acres),  not  open  to 
leasing  (Note:  Although  the  WIPP  Site 
remains  closed  to  leasing,  administration  of 
the  federal  mineral  and  surface  estates 
has  been  transferred  from  the  BLM  to  the 
Department  of  Energy.  The  management 
of  the  WIPP  Site  will  not  be  discussed 
further  in  this  document.) 

Gnome  Site  (690  acres),  not  open  to 
leasing 

New  Mexico  State  Parks 

Brantley  Lake  (10,000  acres).  No  Surface 
Occupancy  (see  "Bureau  of  Reclamation," 
above). 

(Note;  Living  Desert  (1,120  acres)  is 
discussed  under  the  various  alternatives.) 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
Avalon  Reservoir  (14,800  acres) 

-No  Surface  Occupancy  within  one-half  mile  of  the 
Avalon  Dam  site. 


-Areas  not  covered  by  the  requirements  mentioned 
above  would  be  leased  and  managed  under 
appropriate  BLM  Carlsbad  Resource  Area 
stipulations. 


If  lands  presently  managed  by  the  BOR  revert  back 
to  the  management  of  the  BLM,  they  would  be 
leased  with  the  above  restrictions  and  managed 
under  appropriate  BLM  Carlsbad  Resource  Area 
stipulations. 


Department  of  Energy 

- WIPP  Site  (10,245  acres),  not  open  to  leasing 
(Note:  Although  the  WIPP  Site  remains  closed  to 
leasing,  administration  of  the  federal  mineral  and 
surface  estates  has  been  transferred  from  the  BLM 
to  the  Department  of  Energy.  The  management  of 
the  WIPP  Site  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  this 
document.) 


- Gnome  Site  (690  acres),  not  open  to  leasing. 


New  Mexico  State  Parks 

- Brantley  Lake  (10,000  acres).  No  Surface 
Occupancy  (see  "Bureau  of  Reclamation,"  above). 

- Note;  Living  Desert  (1,120  acres)  is  discussed 
under  the  various  alternatives. 
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New  Mexico  State  Militia 

• Militia  Site  (720  acres),  not  open  to  leasing 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Lincoln  National  Forest 
(175,345  acres) 

• Not  open  to  leasing,  26,282  acres 

• Open  to  leasing,  149,063  acres.  Acreage 
on  which  "no  surface  occupancy"  would  be 
applied  has  not  been  identified.  Some 
acreage  will  have  "controlled  surface  use." 
Restrictions  on  areas  open  to  leasing  will 
be  determined  on  a case-by-case  basis. 

U.S.  National  Park  Sen/ice 

• Carlsbad  Caverns  National  Park  (46,530 
acres),  not  open  to  leasing. 

ROSWELL  RESOURCE  AREA 

Lease  notices  would  be  used  to  alert  lessees  to 
potential  special  requirements  on  exploration, 
drilling  or  production.  Lease  notices  covering  the 
protection  of  potential  cave  or  karst  areas,  and  the 
protection  of  threatened  or  endangered,  or 
sensitive,  plant  or  animal  species  would  remain  in 
use.  Additional  lease  notices  would  be  developed 
as  needed. 

Other  Surface  Management  Agencies 

In  some  cases,  federal  minerals  in  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area  underlie  lands  managed  by  other 
agencies  (known  as  "other  surface  management 
agencies"),  see  Map  8.  The  other  surface 
management  agencies  in  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area  were  asked  to  provide  their  oil  and  gas 
leasing  recommendations  and  leasing  stipulations. 
The  leasing  requirements  are  described  below. 
The  acreages  listed  refer  to  federal  mineral  estate. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
New  Mexico  State  Militia 

- Militia  Site  (720  acres),  not  open  to  leasing. 

U.S.  Forest  Sen/ice,  Lincoln  National  Forest 
(175,345  acres) 

- Not  open  to  leasing,  26,282  acres 

- Open  to  leasing,  149,063  acres.  Acreage  on 
which  "no  surface  occupancy"  would  be  applied 
has  not  been  identified.  Some  acreage  will  have 
"controlled  surface  use."  Restrictions  on  areas 
open  to  leasing  will  be  determined  on  a case-by- 
case basis. 

U.S.  National  Park  Service 

- Carlsbad  Caverns  National  Park  (46,530  acres), 
not  open  to  leasing. 

Roswell  Resource  Area 

Lease  notices,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights  would 
be  used  to  alert  lessees  and  potential  bidders  to 
potential  special  requirements  on  exploration, 
drilling  or  production.  Lease  notices  covering  the 
protection  of  potential  cave  areas,  and  the 
protection  of  threatened  or  endangered  plant  or 
animal  species  would  remain  in  use. 

Other  Surface  Management  Agencies 

In  some  cases,  federal  minerals  in  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area  underlie  lands  managed  by  other 
agencies  (known  as  "other  surface  management 
agencies"),  see  Map  8.  The  other  surface 
management  agencies  in  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area  were  asked  to  provide  their  oil  and  gas 
leasing  recommendations  and  leasing  stipulations. 
The  leasing  requirements  are  described  below. 
The  acreages  listed  refer  to  federal  mineral  estate. 
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Federal  Aviation  Administration 

• Consult  with  FAA  prior  to  approving 
occupancy  at  Santa  Rosa  Municipal  Airport 
(320  acres) 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Fort  Sumner  Project  (11,240  acres  including  the 
state  park) 

• No  Surface  Occupancy  within  one-half  mile 
of  the  Fort  Sumner  Dam  site. 

• No  Surface  Occupancy  within  Sumner 
Lake  State  Park. 

• No  Surface  Occupancy  below  elevation 
4279’  MSL. 

• No  storage  facilities  below  elevation  4300’ 
MSL. 

• Areas  not  covered  by  the  requirements 
mentioned  above  would  be  leased  and 
managed  under  appropriate  Roswell 
District  stipulations  or  conditions  of 
approval  (e.g.,  stipulations  for  floodplains). 

Tucumcari  Project 

• No  Surface  Occupancy  within  the 
boundary  of  Hudson  Lake. 

• No  Surface  Occupancy  below  within  the 
boundary  of  Dry  Lake,  below  elevation 
4085’  MSL. 

If  lands  presently  managed  by  tfie  BOR  revert  back 
to  the  management  of  the  BLM,  they  would  be 
leased  with  the  above  restrictions  and  managed 
under  appropriate  Roswell  District  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements  (Appendix  3)  and 
Conditions  of  Approval  (Appendix  4). 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 

- Consult  with  FAA  prior  to  approving  occupancy  at 
Santa  Rosa  Municipal  Airport  (320  acres) 


Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Fort  Sumner  Project  (11,240  acres  including  the 
state  park) 

-No  Surface  Occupancy  within  one-half  mile  of  the 
Fort  Sumner  Dam  site. 

-No  Surface  Occupancy  within  Sumner  Lake  State 
Park. 

-No  Surface  Occupancy  below  elevation  4279’ 
MSL. 

-No  storage  facilities  below  elevation  4300’  MSL. 

-Areas  not  covered  by  the  requirements  mentioned 
above  would  be  leased  and  managed  under 
appropriate  BLM  Roswell  Resource  Area 
stipulations. 

Tucumcari  Project 

-No  Surface  Occupancy  within  the  boundary  of 
Hudson  Lake. 

-No  Surface  Occupancy  below  within  the  boundary 
of  Dry  Lake,  below  elevation  4085’  MSL. 

If  lands  presently  managed  by  the  BOR  revert  back 
to  the  management  of  the  BLM,  they  would  be 
leased  with  the  above  restrictions  and  managed 
under  appropriate  BLM  Roswell  Resource  Area 
stipulations. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 
Department  of  Defense 

U.S.  Air  Force 

• Melrose  Bombing  Range  core  area  (6,714 
acres),  not  open  to  leasing 

• Melrose  Bombing  Range  buffer  area 
(1,000  acres),  open  to  leasing  with 
controlled  surface  use.  No  structures  taller 
than  100  feet.  Exceptions  may  be 
considered  on  a case-by-case  basis  by  the 
Commander,  Cannon  AFB. 

U.S.  Army 

• White  Sands  Missile  Range  (180,756 
acres),  not  open  to  leasing 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

• Two  Rivers  Resen/oir  Project  (2,785 
acres),  open  to  leasing  under  appropriate 
Roswell  District  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements  (Appendix  3) 
and  Conditions  of  Approval  (Appendix  4), 
unless  other  management  is  requested  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

New  Mexico  State  Parks 

• Sumner  Lake  (8,123  acres),  no  surface 
occupancy  (see  "Bureau  of  Reclamation," 
above). 

• Ute  Lake  (325  acres),  no  surface 
occupancy 

• (Note;  Bottomless  Lakes,  460  acres,  is 
discussed  under  the  various  alternatives.) 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
Department  of  Defense 

U.S.  Air  Force 

- Melrose  Bombing  Range  core  area  (6,714  acres), 
not  open  to  leasing 

- Melrose  Bombing  Range  buffer  area  (1,000 
acres),  open  to  leasing  with  controlled  surface  use. 
No  structures  taller  than  100  feet.  Exceptions  may 
be  considered  on  a case-by-case  basis  by  the 
Commander,  Cannon  AFB. 


U.S.  Army 

- White  Sands  Missile  Range  (180,756  acres),  not 
open  to  leasing 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

- Two  Rivers  Reservoir  Project  (2,785  acres),  open 

to  leasing  under  appropriate  BLM  Carlsbad  Area 
stipulations.  (Appendix  4),  unless  other 

management  is  requested  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers. 


New  Mexico  State  Parks 

- Sumner  Lake  (8,123  acres),  no  surface 
occupancy  (see  "Bureau  of  Reclamation,"  above). 

- Ute  Lake  (325  acres),  no  surface  occupancy 

- (Note:  Bottomless  Lakes,  460  acres,  is  discussed 
under  the  various  alternatives.) 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Sen/ice 

• Salt  Creek  Wilderness  (1 ,240  acres),  not 
open  to  leasing 

• Grulla  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (69  acres) 
not  open  to  leasing 

• (Note:  Bitter  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
6,320  acres,  is  discussed  under  the 
various  alternatives.  The  Salt  Creek 
Wilderness  is  administered  by  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  as  part  of  Bitter 
Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  but  the 
1,240-acre  wilderness  is  not  included  in 
the  acreage  shown  for  the  refuge.) 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Citx)la  National  Forest 

(34,336  acres) 

• Not  open  to  leasing,  19,178  acres 

• Open  to  leasing,  15,158  acres.  Acreage 
on  which  "no  surface  occupancy"  would  be 
applied  has  not  been  specifically  identified, 
but  would  apply  to  all  developed  recreation 
sites  and  electronic  sites,  and  to  slopes 
greater  than  41  percent,  unless  a specific 
site  is  authorized.  Some  acreage  will  have 
"controlled  surface  use."  Restrictions  on 
areas  open  to  leasing  will  be  determined 
on  a case-by-case  basis. 

U.S.  Forest  Sen/ice,  Lincoln  National  Forest 

(364,579  acres) 

• Not  open  to  leasing,  99,171  acres 

• Open  to  leasing,  265,408  acres.  Acreage 
on  which  "no  surface  occupancy"  would  be 
applied  has  not  been  identified.  Some 
acreage  will  have  "controlled  surface  use." 
Restrictions  on  areas  open  to  leasing  will 
be  determined  on  a case-by-case  basis. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

- Salt  Creek  Wilderness  (1 ,240  acres),  not  open  to 
leasing 

- Grulla  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (69  acres)  not 
open  to  leasing 

- (Note:  Bitter  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  6,320 
acres,  is  discussed  under  the  various  alternatives. 
The  Salt  Creek  Wilderness  is  administered  by  the 
U.S.  Rsh  and  Wildlife  Service  as  part  of  Bitter  Lake 
National  Wildlife  Refuge,  but  the  1,240-acre 
wilderness  is  not  included  in  the  acreage  shown  for 
the  refuge.) 


U.S.  Forest  Sen/ice,  Citxjia  National  Forest 
(34,336  acres) 

- Not  open  to  leasing,  19,178  acres 

- Open  to  leasing,  15,158  acres.  Acreage  on 
which  "no  surface  occupancy"  would  be  applied 
has  not  been  specifically  identified,  but  would  apply 
to  all  developed  recreation  sites  and  electronic 
sites,  and  to  slopes  greater  than  41  percent,  unless 
a specific  site  is  authorized.  Some  acreage  will 
have  "controlled  surface  use."  Restrictions  on 
areas  open  to  leasing  will  be  determined  on  a 
case-by-case  basis. 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Lincoln  National 
Forest  (364,579  acres) 

- Not  open  to  leasing,  99,171  acres 

- Open  to  leasing,  265,408  acres.  Acreage  on 
which  "no  surface  occupancy"  would  be  applied 
has  not  been  identified.  Some  acreage  will  have 
"controlled  surface  use."  Restrictions  on  areas 
open  to  leasing  will  be  determined  on  a case-by- 
case basis. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Locatable  Minerals  Management 

Goal:  Continue  to  keep  lands  available  for 

development  of  locatable  minerals,  while 
maintaining  important  environmental  values. 

Lands  currently  withdrawn  from  entry  under  the 
1872  Mining  Law  or  closed  to  mineral  leasing 
would  remain  unchanged  unless  otherwise 
designated  by  this  plan  (Table  5).  The  BLM  would 
periodically  review  all  land  withdrawals  to 
determine  if  restrictions  continue  to  be  necessary 
to  protect  affected  resource  values.  At  such  time 
as  a withdrawal  is  no  longer  considered  to  be 
necessary,  it  will  be  lifted  and  the  lands  returned  to 
management  under  the  general  mining  and  mineral 
leasing  laws. 

All  BLM-administered  lands  would  be  open  to 
mining  claim  location  and  development,  except 
those  lands  closed  to  mining  claim  location  by 
withdrawal.  BLM-administered  lands  currently 
withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the 
general  mining  laws  are  summarized  in  Appendix 
6 and  shown  on  Map  9. 

Solid  Leasable  Minerals  Management 

All  public  lands  would  be  open  for  the  leasing  of 
solid  minerals,  except  those  identified  otherwise. 

Salable  Minerals  Management 

All  lands  would  be  open  to  mineral  material 
disposals,  except  those  identified  otherwise. 
Pertinent  sections  of  the  Roswell  District  Conditions 
of  Approval  (Appendix  4)  would  be  applied  to 
mineral  material  disposals. 

LANDS  AND  REALTY  MANAGEMENT 

Utility  and  Transportation  System 

Land  use  authorizations  (rights-of-way,  leases, 
permits)  would  be  issued  on  a case-by-case  basis. 
Pertinent  sections  of  the  Roswell  District  Conditions 
of  Approval  (Appendix  4)  would  be  applied  to  land 
use  authorizations.  Whenever  possible,  facilities 
would  be  confined  to  existing  alignments, 
minimizing  width  requirements  and  maximizing 
multiple  occupancy.  Rights-of-way  avoidance 
locations  would  be  identified  with  terms  and 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Locatable  Minerals  Management 

Goal:  Provide  for  the  development  of  locatable 
minerals,  while  managing  reasonable 
environmental  goals. 

Lands  currently  withdrawn  from  entry  under  the 
1872  Mining  Law  or  closed  to  mineral  leasing 
would  remain  unchanged  unless  otherwise 
designated  by  this  plan  (Table  5).  The  BLM  would 
periodically  review  all  land  withdrawals  to 
determine  if  restrictions  continue  to  be  necessary 
to  protect  affected  resource  values.  At  such  time 
as  a withdrawal  is  no  longer  considered  to  be 
necessary,  it  will  be  lifted  and  the  lands  returned  to 
management  under  the  general  mining  and  mineral 
leasing  laws. 

All  BLM-administered  lands  would  be  open  to 
mining  claim  location  and  development,  except 
those  lands  closed  to  mining  claim  location  by 
withdrawal.  BLM-administered  lands  currently 
withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the 
general  mining  laws  are  summarized  in  Appendix 
6. 

Solid  Leasable  Minerals  Management 

All  public  lands  would  be  open  for  the  leasing  of 
solid  minerals,  except  those  identified  otherwise. 

Salable  Minerals  Management 

All  lands  would  be  open  to  mineral  material 
disposal,  except  those  identified  otherwise. 
Pertinent  sections  of  the  Roswell  District  Conditions 
of  Approval  (Appendix  4)  would  be  applied  to 
mineral  material  disposal. 

LANDS  AND  REALTY 

Utility  and  Transportation  Systems 

Land  use  authorizations  (rights-of-way,  leases, 
permits)  would  be  issued  on  a case-by-case  basis. 
Pertinent  sections  of  the  Roswell  District  Conditions 
of  Approval  (Appendix  4)  would  be  applied  to  land 
use  authorizations.  Whenever  possible,  facilities 
would  be  confined  to  existing  alignments, 
minimizing  width  requirements  and  maximizing 
multiple  occupancy.  Rights-of-way  avoidance 
locations  would  be  identified  with  terms  and 
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ALTERNATIVES  COMPARISON 


ALTERNATIVE  E 

conditions  that  may  apply  to  rights-of-way  within 
the  resource  area.  Rights-of-way  would  be  granted 
only  after  site-specific  analysis  and  development  of 
specific  stipulations.  Rights-of-way  would  also  be 
issued  in  accordance  with  New  Mexico  BLM’s 
Roads  Policy.  Agriculture  leases  would  be 
considered  only  when  the  lease  is  compatible  with 
or  enhances  the  land’s  identified  resource  values. 

Landfills,  hazardous  waste  disposal  sites,  and 
produced  water  disposal  pits  would  not  be 
authorized  under  rights-of-way  or  R&PP  leases.  If 
BLM  lands  are  needed  for  these  purposes,  a title 
transfer  would  be  considered. 

A utility  corridor  for  ancillary  facilities  associated 
with  the  Sierra  Blanca  Regional  Airport  would  be 
retained.  The  corridor  dimensions  are  100  feet  on 
each  side  of  Lincoln  County  Road 
B-006,  and  1.5  miles  in  length. 

Acquisitions 

The  BLM  would  pursue  the  acquisition  of  facilities 
at  Fort  Stanton  formerly  owned  by  New  Mexico 
State  University.  The  acquisition  of  state  and 
private  lands  in  wilderness  study  areas  would  be 
pursued  if  opportunities  arise  (refer  to  the 
"Wilderness  Management"  discussion  in  this 
section). 

Access 

Access  to  public  lands  would  be  provided 
throughout  the  planning  area.  Easements  would 
be  acquired  to  provide  access  to  public  lands  for 
recreational,  wildlife,  range,  cultural/historical, 
mineral,  special  management,  and  other  resource 
needs.  Priority  for  the  acquisition  of  easements 
would  be  placed  on  former  county  roads  vacated 
by  county  governments,  when  those  roads  are 
important  for  the  management  of  the  public  lands. 
Access  would  be  closed,  or  restricted,  where 
necessary  and  in  accordance  with  OHV 
designations,  to  protect  public  health  and  safety  or 
areas  with  significant  resource  values. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

conditions  that  may  apply  to  rights-of-way  within 
the  resource  area.  Rights-of-way  would  be  granted 
after  site-specific  analysis  and  development  of 
specific  stipulations.  Rights-of-way  would  also  be 
issued  in  accordance  with  New  Mexico  BLM’s 
Roads  Policy.  Agriculture  leases  would  be 
considered  when  the  lease  is  compatible  with  the 
land’s  identified  resource  goals. 

Landfills,  hazardous  waste  disposal  sites,  and 
produced  water  disposal  pits  would  not  be 
authorized  under  rights-of-way  or  R&PP  leases.  If 
BLM  lands  are  needed  for  these  purposes,  a title 
transfer  would  be  considered. 

A utility  corridor  for  ancillary  facilities  associated 
with  the  Sierra  Blanca  Regional  Airport  would  be 
retained.  The  corridor  dimensbns  are  100  feet  on 
each  side  of  Lincoln  County  Road 
B-006,  and  1.5  miles  in  length. 

Acquisitions 

The  BLM  would  only  pursue  acquisition  of  lands 
using  methods  that  will  result  in  no  net  gain  of 
acreage  owned  or  managed  by  the  federal 
government. 


Access 

Access  to  public  lands  would  be  provided 
throughout  the  planning  area,  where  lawful. 
Easements  may  be  acquired  to  provide  access  to 
public  lands  for  recreational,  wildlife,  range, 
cultural/historical,  mineral,  special  management, 
and  other  resource  needs.  Priority  for  the 
acquisition  of  easements  would  be  placed  on 
former  county  roads  vacated  by  county 
governments,  when  those  roads  are  important  for 
the  management  of  the  public  lands.  Access 
would  be  closed,  or  restricted,  where  necessary 
and  in  accordance  with  OHV  designations,  to 
protect  public  health  and  safety. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Placement  of  advertising  signs  on  public  lands 
adjacent  to  county  roads,  or  roads  on  the  BLM 
Transportation  Plan,  would  be  required  to  meet  the 
criteria  for  sign  placement  on  federal  or  state 
highways. 


T respass 

Unauthorized  uses  in  the  planning  area  would  be 
resolved  on  a case-by-case  basis.  If 
circumstances  warrant,  the  issuance  of  a permit, 
lease,  or  right-of-way  authorizing  the  use  could 
occur.  Disposal  of  a parcel  through  sale  or 
exchange  may  be  considered  to  resolve  long- 
standing trespass  if  disposal  criteria  are  met. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications 

Land  withdrawals  and  classifications  would  be 
processed  to  afford  protection  to  important 
resource  values.  Withdrawals  that  no  longer  serve 
the  purposes  for  which  they  were  originally 
intended  would  be  revoked.  Prior  to  revocation, 
withdrawn  lands  would  be  reviewed  to  determine  if 
any  other  resource  values  require  withdrawal 
protection.  Existing  withdrawals  are  shown  on  Map 
9 and  displayed  in  Appendix  6. 

The  Multiple  Use  Management  Classification  as  it 
affects  public  lands  in  the  planning  area  would  be 
revoked.  (Refer  to  Appendix  6.) 

Public  water  reserves  would  be  terminated  where 
no  longer  needed,  and  acquired  where  the  need 
exists. 

Public  lands  identified  as  having  water  power 
values  would  be  protected  by  a water  power 
withdrawal.  Water  power  withdrawals  of  public 
lands  that  lack  water  power  values  or  are 
inconsistent  with  the  objectives  of  the  approved 
RMP  would  be  reviewed  and  recommended  for 
termination. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Placement  of  advertising  signs  on  public  lands 
adjacent  to  county  roads,  or  roads  on  the  BLM 
Transportation  Plan,  would  be  required  to  meet  the 
criteria  for  sign  placement  on  federal  or  state 
highways.  This  does  not  include  signs  used  to 
identify  rights  of  way  (and  the  dangers  thereof)  or 
required  oil  and  gas  location  signs. 

T respass 

Unauthorized  uses  in  the  planning  area  would  be 
resolved  on  a case-by-case  basis.  If 
circumstances  warrant,  the  issuance  of  a permit, 
lease,  or  right-of-way  authorizing  the  use  could 
occur.  Disposal  of  a parcel  through  sale  or 
exchange  may  be  considered  to  resolve 
long-standing  trespass  if  disposal  criteria  are  met. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications 

Land  withdrawals  and  classifications  would  be 
processed  meet  the  specific  goals  of  the  resource 
area.  Withdrawals  that  no  longer  serve  the 
purposes  for  which  they  were  originally  intended 
would  be  revoked.  Prior  to  revocation,  withdrawn 
lands  would  be  reviewed  to  determine  if  any  other 
resource  goals  require  withdrawal  protection. 
Existing  withdrawals  are  shown  on  Map  9 and 
displayed  in  Appendix  6. 


Public  lands  identified  as  having  water  power 
values  would  be  protected  by  a water  power 
withdrawal.  Water  power  withdrawals  of  public 
lands  that  lack  water  power  values  or  are 
inconsistent  with  the  objectives  of  the  approved 
RMP  would  be  reviewed  and  recommended  for 
termination. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

Allotment  categorization  and  initial  grazing  use 
allocations  made  in  the  East  Roswell  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (1979)  and  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  Management  Framework 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (1984)  would 
be  used  as  the  basis  for  continued  livestock 
grazing.  Changes  in  use  allocations  would 
continue  to  be  made  on  the  basis  of  monitoring 
data. 

Forty-five  existing  allotment  management  plans 
(AMPs)  are  in  various  states  of  implementation  or 
revision.  Each  year,  some  of  the  45  would  be 
revised  or  new  AMPs  on  "I"  category  allotments 
would  be  started.  However,  the  total  number  of 
both  existing  and  new  AMPs  worked  on  each  year 
would  average  about  three.  An  interdisciplinary 
approach  will  be  used  in  the  development  of  AMPs 
to  address  other  resource  concerns,  such  as 
wildlife  habitat  within  the  Macho  HMP  or  DPC 
objectives  for  a specific  plant  community. 

Livestock  grazing  following  vegetative  treatments 
would  be  deferred  for  a time  period  established  in 
conjunction  with  the  treatment  method.  In  areas 
where  shinnery  oak  is  no  longer  treated,  reductions 
in  livestock  numbers,  or  other  changes,  would  be 
considered,  and  implemented,  if  needed,  to  avoid 
conflicts  with  the  management  of  habitat  for  the 
lesser  prairie  chicken  and  the  dunes  sagebrush 
lizard.  Livestock  grazing  would  also  be  deferred  in 
areas  burned  by  wildfires,  if  needed.  The  time 
periods  for  deferments  would  be  determined  on  a 
case-by-case  basis,  after  considering  factors  such 
as  the  extent  of  the  fire,  the  type  of  vegetation 
burned,  the  intensity  of  the  fire,  and  vegetation 
management  objectives. 


Within  the  Macho  WHA,  no  new  netwire  fences 
would  be  allowed  across  public  lands  on  allotments 
that  currently  support  antelope  or  on  allotments  in 
the  WHA  with  the  potential  to  provide  suitable 
antelope  habitat.  Exceptions  to  this  requirement 
are: 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

Allotment  categorization  and  initial  grazing  use 
allocations  made  in  the  East  Roswell  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (1979)  and  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area  Management  Framework 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (1984)  would 
be  used  as  the  basis  for  continued  livestock 
grazing.  Changes  in  use  allocations  would 
continue  to  be  made  on  the  basis  of  monitoring 
data. 

Forty-five  existing  allotment  management  plans 
(AMPs)  are  in  various  states  of  implementation  or 
revision.  Each  year,  some  of  the  45  would  be 
revised  or  new  AMPs  on  "I"  category  allotments 
would  be  started.  However,  the  total  number  of 
both  existing  and  new  AMPs  worked  on  each  year 
would  average  about  three. 


Livestock  grazing  following  vegetative  treatments 
would  be  deferred  for  a time  period  established  in 
conjunction  with  the  treatment  method.  Livestock 
grazing  would  also  be  deferred  in  areas  burned  by 
wildfires,  if  needed.  The  time  periods  for 
deferments  would  be  determined  on  a case-by- 
case  basis,  after  considering  factors  such  as  the 
extent  of  the  fire,  the  type  of  vegetation  burned,  the 
intensity  of  the  fire,  and  vegetation  management 
objectives.  Pertinent  sections  of  the  Roswell 
District  Conditions  of  Approval  (Appendix  4)  would 
be  applied  to  approvals  for  construction  of  range 
improvement  projects. 


All  fences  for  livestock  shall  be  consturcted  in 
accordance  with  New  Mexico  State  Law  (77-16-1 
to  77-16-18  NMSA  1978)  pursuant  to  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  (43  U.S.C.  §31 5c). 
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• The  grazing  permittee  agrees  to  the 
construction  of  antelope  passes  on 
proposed  interior  fences; 

• The  grazing  permittee  agrees  to  allow  the 
BLM  to  modify  fences; 

• Netwire  would  be  used  in  the  construction 
of  small  traps  or  holding  pens; 

• Netwire  would  be  used  in  security  fences 
around  facilities  such  as  microwave  sites. 

Pertinent  sections  of  the  Roswell  District  Conditions 
of  Approval  (Appendix  4)  would  be  applied  to 
approvals  for  construction  of  range  improvement 
projects. 

VEGETATION  MANAGEMENT 

Native,  deciduous  tree  species  in  all  plant 
communities,  such  as  hackberry,  black  walnut. 
New  Mexico  walnut,  and  desert  willow,  would  be 
protected  from  vegetation  treatments  and  surface 
disturbance. 

PEST  MANAGEMENT 
Noxious  Weeds 

Treatment  of  noxious  weed  species  identified  by 
the  state  would  be  coordinated  and  conducted  with 
county  governments.  Treatments  of  noxious 
weeds  on  public  lands  would  be  designed  to 
control  infestations  using  an  integrated  pest 
management  approach,  based  on  predicted 
economic,  ecological,  and  sociological  effects. 
Chemical,  mechanical,  and  biological  methods  of 
control  would  be  considered.  The  design  of 
projects,  application  of  treatments,  and  monitoring 
of  effects  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  BLM’s 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Vegetation 
Treatment  on  BLM  Lands  and  the  Record  of 
Decision  for  New  Mexico. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


VEGETATION  MANAGEMENT 

Native,  deciduous  tree  species  in  all  plant 
communities,  such  as  hackberry,  black  walnut. 
New  Mexico  walnut,  and  desert  willow,  would  be 
protected  from  vegetation  treatments. 

PEST  MANAGEMENT 
Noxious  Weeds 

Treatment  of  noxious  weed  species  identified  by 
the  state  would  be  coordinated  and  conducted  with 
county  governments.  Treatments  of  noxious 
weeds  on  public  lands  would  be  designed  to 
control  infestations  using  an  integrated  pest 
management  approach,  based  on  predicted 
economic,  ecological,  and  sociological  effects. 
Chemical,  mechanical,  and  biological  methods  of 
control  would  be  considered.  The  design  of 
projects,  application  of  treatments,  and  monitoring 
of  effects  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  BLM’s 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Vegetation 
Treatment  on  BLM  Lands  and  the  Record  of 
Decision  for  New  Mexico. 
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ALTERNATIVE  F 


Insects 

Treatment  of  insect  infestations  would  be 
coordinated  with  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service,  Plant  Protection  and  Quarantine,  pursuant 
to  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between 
USDA  and  USDI  for  management  of  grasshoppers 
and  Mormon  crickets.  Integrated  pest 
management  would  be  employed  to  control 
infestations,  based  on  predicted  economic, 
ecological  and  sociological  effects.  Chemical, 
mechanical,  and  biological  methods  of  control 
would  be  considered. 

CULTURAL  AND  PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  inventory  surveys  would  continue  to  be 
required  for  federal  actions  involving  surface 
disturbing  activities  except  where  criteria  to  exempt 
surveys  are  met.  These  criteria  are: 

• Previous  ground  disturbance  has  modified 
the  surface  greatly. 

• Human  activity  within  the  last  50  years  has 
created  a new  land  surface. 

• Existing  Class  2 (sample  survey)  or 
equivalent  inventory  data  are  sufficient  to 
indicate  that  the  environmental  situation 
did  not  support  human  occupation. 

• Availability  of  Class  3 {intensive  survey} 
information  of  the  area  has  been  fully 
documented. 

• Presence  of  a geomorphic  situation  that 
does  not  enhance  preservation. 

• A large  number  of  negative  surveys  in 
close  proximity  to  each  other. 

• Absence  of  criteria  listed  in  "criteria  for 
survey". 


Insects 

Treatment  of  insect  infestations  would  be 
coordinated  with  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Sen/ice,  Plant  Protection  and  Quarantine,  pursuant 
to  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between 
USDA  and  USDI  for  management  of  grasshoppers 
and  Mormon  crickets.  Integrated  pest 
management  would  be  employed  to  control 
infestations,  based  on  predicted  economic, 
ecological  and  sociological  effects.  Chemical, 
mechanical,  and  biological  methods  of  control 
would  be  considered. 

CULTURAL  AND  PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  inventory  surveys  would  continue  to  be 
required  for  federal  actions  involving  surface 
disturbing  activities  except  where  criteria  to  exempt 
surveys  are  met.  These  criteria  are: 

- Previous  ground  disturbance  has  modified  the 
surface  greatly. 

- Human  activity  within  the  last  50  years  has 
created  a new  land  surface. 

- Existing  Class  2 (sample  survey)  or  equivalent 
inventory  data  are  sufficient  to  indicate  that  the 
environmental  situation  did  not  support  human 
occupation. 

- Availability  of  Class  3 (intensive  survey} 
information  of  the  area  has  been  fully  documented. 

- Presence  of  a geomorphic  situation  that  does  not 
enhance  preservation. 

- A large  number  of  negative  surveys  in  close 
proximity  to  each  other. 

- Absence  of  criteria  listed  in  "criteria  for  survey". 
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Eligible  and  potentially  eligible  sites  would  continue 
to  be  protected  from  damage  or  archaeologically 
treated  to  mitigate  damage.  Rarely  would  buffer 
areas  beyond  50  feet  be  established  to  protect 
cultural  resources. 

Paleontological  Resources 

A Class  I literature  survey  would  be  conducted  and 
existing  inventory  records  would  be  examined  to 
determine  the  potential  for  paleontological 
resources.  These  resources  would  then  be 
addressed  in  the  BLM’s  planning  and 
environmental  analysis  processes. 

Where  potential  impacts  exist  from  proposed 
surface  disturbing  activities,  the  following 
procedures  would  be  considered  for  mitigation  of 
impacts: 

• If  potential  is  unknown,  a Class  II  (sample 
sun/ey)  could  be  conducted  to  determine 
the  presence  of  paleontological  resources. 

• If  paleontological  resources  are  present,  a 
Class  III  inventory  and  assessment  could 
be  conducted  to  determine  the  potential  for 
scientific  of  educational  value. 

Paleontological  resources  considered  to  be  of 
scientific  interest  would  be  addressed  in  activity 
plans  to  ensure  adequate  protection. 

Management  of  paleontological  resources  would 
include  making  them  available  for  uses  such  as 
scientific  collection  and  research,  educational  and 
interpretive  activities,  and  recreation. 

The  3LM  would  promote  consistency  among 
federal  agencies  having  paleontological  resource 
management  responsibilities,  and  facilitate  the 
exchange  of  information  between  federal,  state, 
and  bcal  governments  and  scientific  organizations 
concerned  with  the  management,  study,  and 
protection  of  these  resources. 

The  BLM  would  continue  to  afford  the  protection 
provided  under  law  to  fossils  of  scientific  interest 
and  work  to  increase  the  awareness  of  federal  land 
managers  and  the  public  regarding  paleontological 
resource  management. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Eligible  sites  would  continue  to  be  protected  from 
damage  or  archaeologically  treated  to  mitigate 
damage.  Rarely  would  buffer  areas  beyond  50  feet 
be  established  to  protect  cultural  resources. 

Paleontological  Resources 

A Class  I literature  survey  would  be  conducted  and 
existing  inventory  records  would  be  examined  to 
determine  the  potential  for  paleontological 
resources.  These  resources  would  then  be 
addressed  in  the  BLM’s  planning  and 
environmental  analysis  processes. 

Where  potential  impacts  exist  from  proposed 
surface  disturbing  activities,  the  following 
procedures  would  be  considered  for  mitigation  of 
impacts: 

- If  potential  is  unknown,  a Class  II  (sample  survey) 
could  be  conducted  to  determine  the  presence  of 
paleontological  resources. 

- If  paleontological  resources  are  present,  a Class 
III  inventory  and  assessment  could  be  conducted 
by  BLM  to  determine  the  potential  for  scientific  of 
educational  value. 

Paleontological  resources  considered  to  be  of 
scientific  interest  would  be  addressed  in  activity 
plans  to  ensure  adequate  protection. 

Management  of  paleontological  resources  would 
include  making  them  available  for  uses  such  as 
scientific  collection  and  research,  educational  and 
interpretive  activities,  and  recreation. 

The  BLM  would  promote  consistency  among 
federal  agencies  having  paleontological  resource 
management  responsibilities,  and  facilitate  the 
exchange  of  information  between  federal,  state, 
and  local  governments  and  scientific  organizations 
concerned  with  the  management,  study,  and 
protection  of  these  resources. 

The  BLM  would  continue  to  afford  the  protection 
provided  under  law  to  fossils  of  scientific  interest 
and  work  to  increase  the  awareness  of  federal  land 
managers  and  the  public  regarding  paleontological 
resource  management. 
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OUTDOOR  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  The  public  lands  in  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area  would  be  managed  to  ensure  the  continued 
availability  of  quality  outdoor  recreation 
opportunities  and  experiences  that  are  not  readily 
available  from  other  sources.  Recreation  use  as 
well  as  capital  investments  in  facilities  are 
managed  to  protect  the  health  and  safety  of 
visitors;  to  protect  natural,  cultural  and  other 
resources;  to  encourage  public  enjoyment  of  public 
lands;  and  to  resolve  use  conflicts. 

Recreation  Management 

Permits  for  commercial  hunting  outfitting  and 
guiding  operations  would  be  issued  resource  area- 
wide. Special  Recreation  Use  Permits  (SRUPs) 
would  be  issued  for  other  organized  and 
commercial  activities  in  accordance  with  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  guidelines  and  policies. 
Pertinent  sections  of  the  Roswell  District  Conditions 
of  Approval  (Appendix  4)  would  be  applied  to 
approvals  for  SRUPs. 

The  rules  of  conduct  listed  in  Appendix  7 would  be 
applied  to  all  public  lands  in  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area. 

The  Rio  Bonito  acquired  lands  would  be  closed  to 
the  use  of  weapons  to  ensure  the  safety  of 
recreationists  using  those  lands  and  the  residents 
living  adjacent  to  them. 

The  Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area  would  continue 
to  be  managed  for  intensive  use  with  emphasis  on 
maintaining  and  upgrading  the  existing  facilities. 
The  planned  development  includes  a visitor  center, 
shower  facilities,  trail  development,  and 
campground  expansion. 

The  BLM  will  identify  recreational  and  interpretive 
opportunities  in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area  for 
future  development  and  implementation  in 
accordance  with  national  and  state  goals,  policies 
and  guidelines. 

Interpretation 

The  primary  objective  in  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area’s  interpretive  program  would  be  to  assist 
visitors  in  developing  a keener  awareness. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

OUTDOOR  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  The  public  lands  in  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area  would  be  managed  to  ensure  the  continued 
availability  of  quality  outdoor  recreation 
opportunities  and  experiences  that  are  not  readily 
available  from  other  sources.  Recreation  use  as 
well  as  capital  investments  in  facilities  are 
managed  to  protect  the  health  and  safety  of 
visitors;  to  protect  natural,  cultural  and  other 
resources;  to  encourage  public  enjoyment  of  public 
lands;  and  to  resolve  use  conflicts. 

Recreation  Management 

Permits  for  commercial  hunting  outfitting  and 
guiding  operations  would  be  issued  resource  area- 
wide. Special  Recreation  Use  Permits  (SRUPs) 
would  be  issued  for  other  organized  and 
commercial  activities  in  accordance  with  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  guidelines  and  policies. 
Pertinent  sections  of  the  Roswell  District  Conditions 
of  Approval  (Appendix  4)  would  be  applied  to 
approvals  for  SRUPs. 

The  rules  of  conduct  listed  in  Appendix  7 would  be 
applied  to  all  public  lands  in  the  Roswell  Resource 
Area. 


The  Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area  would  continue 
to  be  managed  for  intensive  use  with  emphasis  on 
maintaining  and  upgrading  the  existing  facilities. 
The  planned  development  includes  a visitor  center, 
shower  facilities,  trail  development,  and 
campground  expansion. 
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resources  available  in  the  resource  area  to  reduce 
impacts  on  natural  resources.  The  final  objective 
would  be  to  promote  a public  understanding  of 
BLM  goals  and  objectives. 

The  main  emphasis  for  interpretation  would  be 
placed  on  the  Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area, 
Mescalero  Sands  North  Dunes  OHV  Area,  Fort 
Stanton  and  the  caves  in  the  resource  area  {see 
Table  6).  Emphasis  would  also  be  placed  on  off- 
site interpretive  programs. 

Tools  used  to  accomplish  these  objectives  may 
include:  interpretive  trails,  exhibits,  literature, 
waysides,  environmental  education,  special 
populations  programs,  visitor/information  stations, 
auto-tours,  campfire  talks  and  guided  walks  and 
the  use  of  volunteers  as  docents. 

Cave  and  Karst  Resource  Management 

Commercially-guided  cave  trips  would  continue  to 
be  allowed  in  Roswell  Resource  Area  caves  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  No  more  than  20  percent  of 
total  cave  use  in  the  resource  area  would  be 
allotted  to  commercial  use. 

Big-Eared  Cave,  Malpais  Madness,  Corn  Sink 
Hole,  and  Tres  Ninos  caves  would  be  closed  to 
visitor  use  annually  from  November  1 to  April  15  to 
protect  significant  bat  hibernacula.  Seasons  of  use 
and  visitor  use  restrictions  would  be  applied  to  any 
other  caves  or  portions  of  caves  found  to  have 
significant  bat  hibernacula  or  nurseries. 

Depositing  human  waste,  including  spitting,  would 
not  be  allowed  in  any  of  the  resource  area’s  caves. 
Each  cave  user  would  be  responsible  for  disposing 
of  human  waste  in  an  approved  receptacle. 
Smoking  would  be  prohibited  in  all  significant  caves 
in  the  resource  area. 

Visual  Resource  Management 

Goal:  Manage  public  lands  to  protect  and  maintain 
the  quality  of  the  scenic  (visual)  values  of  these 
lands. 

Visual  resources  generally  would  be  managed  to 
meet  the  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM) 
classes.  All  proposed  management  activities  would 
be  evaluated  with  regard  to  visual  resource 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


Visual  Resource  Management 

Goal:  Manage  public  lands  to  provide  for 

maximum  beneficial  use  while  reasonably 
maintaining  scenic  (visual)  quality  of  these  lands. 

Visual  resources  generally  would  be  reasonably 
managed  to  meet  the  Visual  Resource 

Management  (VRM)  classes.  All  proposed 
management  activities  would  be  evaluated  with 


2-22 


ALTERNATIVES  COMPARISON 


ALTERNATIVE  E 

management  and  those  projects  that  are 
compatible  with  the  character  of  the  natural 
landscape  would  be  encouraged.  No  management 
actions  are  proposed  that  would  improve  or 
degrade  visual  quality  to  the  extent  that  a change 
in  any  VRM  class  would  result.  Existing  VRM 
classes  are  discussed  in  Chapter  3 and  in  the 
Glossary.  The  management  of  visual  quality  in 
special  resource  management  areas  is  summarized 
in  Table  7. 

Recreation  Opportunity  Management 

Goal:  Manage  public  lands  to  protect  and  maintain 
recreation  opportunity. 

Recreation  opportunity  would  be  managed  so  that 
opportunities  categorized  by  the  Recreation 
Opportunity  System  (ROS)  would  be  maintained. 
No  management  actions  are  proposed  that  would 
improve  or  degrade  recreation  opportunity  to  the 
extent  that  a change  in  any  ROS  category  would 
result.  Existing  ROS  classes  are  discussed  in 
Chapter  3 {see  Table  99)  and  in  the  Glossary.  The 
management  of  recreation  opportunity  in  special 
resource  management  areas  is  summarized  in 
Table  7. 

Off-Highway  Vehicle  Use  Management 

Goal:  Manage  OHV  use  to  provide  adequate 
access  and  reduce  adverse  impacts  on  sensitive 
resource  values. 

The  closed  to  off-highway  vehicle  use  designation 
on  the  Comanche  Hill  area  "A"  (660  acres)  and 
area  "C"  (240  acres)  would  be  retained,  to  help 
protect  the  scenic  views  from  U.S.  Highway  380, 
and  to  oi event  waterfowl  disturbance  at  the  Bitter 
Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

The  Haystack  Mountain  and  Mescalero  Sands 
North  Dune  OHV  areas  would  continue  to  be 
managed  for  intensive  OHV  use,  with  emphasis  on 
providing  a high  quality,  safe  play  area. 

On  public  lands  where  OHV  use  is  limited  or 
closed,  waivers  of  restrictions  would  be  considered 
on  a case-by-case  basis  for  activities  such  as 
maintenance  of  permitted  range  improvements. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

regard  to  visual  resource  management  and  those 
projects  that  are  compatible  with  the  character  of 
the  natural  landscape  would  be  encouraged.  In 
this  light  BLM  will  consider  the  traditional  uses  of 
the  lands  within  the  District,  including  uses  on 
adjacent  fee  and  state  lands  when  considering  the 
subjective  nature  of  determining  the  visual  impact 
of  a proposed  project. 


Recreation  Opportunity  Management 

Goal:  Manage  public  lands  to  maintain  recreation 
opportunity. 

Recreation  opportunity  would  be  managed  so  that 
opportunities  categorized  by  the  Recreation 
Opportunity  System  (ROS)  would  be  maintained. 
No  management  actions  are  proposed  that  would 
improve  or  degrade  recreation  opportunity  to  the 
extent  that  a change  in  any  ROS  category  would 
result.  Existing  ROS  classes  are  discussed  in 
Chapter  3 (see  Table  99)  and  in  the  Glossary.  The 
management  of  recreation  opportunity  in  special 
resource  management  areas  is  summarized  in 
Table  7. 

Off-Highway  Vehicle  Use  Management 

Goal:  Manage  OHV  use  to  provide  adequate 
access  and  reduce  adverse  impacts  on  resources 

The  closed  to  off-highway  vehicle  use  designation 
on  the  Comanche  Hill  area  "A"  (660  acres)  and 
area  "C"  (240  acres)  would  be  retained  to  prevent 
waterfowl  disturbance  at  the  Bitter  Lakes  National 
Wildlife  Refuge. 

The  Haystack  Mountain  and  Mescalero  Sands 
North  Dune  OHV  areas  would  continue  to  be 
managed  for  intensive  OHV  use. 

On  public  lands  where  OHV  use  is  limited  or 
closed,  waivers  of  restrictions  would  be  considered 
on  a case-by-case  basis  for  activities  such  as 
maintenance  of  permitted  range  improvements. 
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geophysical  exploration,  pipeline  construction  or 
maintenance,  or  oil  and  gas  operations.  Any 
waiver  must  be  considered  and  approved  by  the 
authorized  officer  in  advance  of  the  proposed  use. 


Wilderness  Management 

Goal:  Manage  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas 

in  a manner  that  leaves  the  wilderness 
characteristics  such  as  naturalness,  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive  or 
unconfined  types  of  recreation  unimpaired  for 
future  use  and  enjoyment. 

The  two  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  which  total 
25,312  acres,  would  continue  to  be  managed  under 
the  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for 
Land  Under  Wilderness  Review  until  the  areas  are 
added  to  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System  or  removed  from  further  wilderness 
consideration.  If  designated  as  wilderness,  the 
areas  would  be  managed  under  the  Wilderness 
Management  Policy.  As  opportunities  arise,  the 
BLM  would  pursue  the  acquisition  of  about  10,000 
acres  of  state  and  private  lands  in  and  adjacent  to 
the  WSAs,  to  enhance  manageability  and  to 
provide  unimpaired  access. 

The  Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow 
WSAs  would  be  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Management 

There  are  no  stream  or  river  segments  in  the 
resource  area  recommended  for  nomination  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
System  (refer  to  Appendix  2). 

WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT 

During  periods  of  drought  or  other  emergencies, 
adjustments  in  livestock  numbers  would  be  made 
to  guard  against  damage  to  the  vegetal-soil 
resource. 

Where  soils  and  nontarget  vegetation  are 
disturbed,  reclamation  measures  would  be  taken. 
These  measures  could  include  returning  the  land  to 
as  near  its  natural  form  as  possible  and  reseeding 
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geophysical  exploration,  pipeline  construction  or 
maintenance,  or  oil  and  gas  operations.  Any 
waiver  must  be  considered  and  approved  by  the 
authorized  officer  in  advance  of  the  proposed  use 
and  approval  of  a permit  for  a right  of  way  or 
application  for  permit  to  drill  will  be  deemed  a 
waiver  of  such  restrictions,  unless  otherwise  noted. 

Wilderness  Management 

Goal:  Manage  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas 

(WSAs)  in  a manner  that  leaves  the  wilderness 
characteristics  such  as  naturalness,  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive  or 
unconfined  types  of  recreation  unimpaired  for 
future  use  and  enjoyment. 

The  two  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  which  total 
25,312  acres,  would  continue  to  be  managed  under 
the  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for 
Land  Under  Wilderness  Review  until  the  areas  are 
added  to  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System  or  removed  from  further  wilderness 
consideration.  If  designated  as  wilderness,  the 
areas  would  be  managed  under  the  Wilderness 
Management  Policy. 


The  Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow 
WSAs  would  be  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Management 

There  are  no  stream  or  river  segments  in  the 
resource  area  recommended  for  nomination  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
System  (refer  to  Appendix  2). 

WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT 


Where  soils  and  nontarget  vegetation  are 
disturbed,  reclamation  measures  may  be  taken. 
These  measures  may  include  reasonable  effort  to 
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with  mixtures  of  grasses  and  forbs  to  prevent 
erosion. 

If  any  new  roads  or  trails  are  proposed,  they  would 
be  constructed  only  if  existing  roads  and  trails 
cannot  be  used,  and  then  only  after  a site-specific 
environmental  assessment  has  been  prepared. 

AIR  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

The  management  of  public  lands  would  emphasize 
the  maintenance  of  the  Class  II  air  quality  in  the 
Resource  Area.  Mitigations  would  be  developed 
on  a case-by-case  basis  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the 
effects  of  BLM-approved  surface  disturbing 
activities  on  air  quality.  Likewise,  BLM-initiated 
activities,  such  as  prescribed  fires,  would  be 
designed  to  have  minimal  effect  on  air  quality  and 
to  retain  the  Class  II  air  quality  standard. 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT 

Special  Status  Species  Habitat  Management 

The  shortgrass  aspect,  which  corresponds  to  the 
Grasslands  community  type,  would  be  maintained 
for  special  status  species  which  require  this 
habitat  type,  including  the  mountain  plover  and 
Baird’s  sparrow.  Control  of  mesquite,  cholla, 
snakeweed,  creosote  would  be  employed  as  a 
means  of  maintaining  the  habitat. 

Big  Game/Upland  Game  Habitat  Management 

Big  game  habitat  expansion  and  movement  would 
be  enhanced  as  opportunities  arise  by  undertaking 
one  or  more  of  the  following  practices: 

• Replacing  existing  netwire  fences  with 
barbed  wire  fences  to  facilitate  the 
movement  of  wildlife  between  pastures; 

• Installing  antelope  passes  in  netwire 
fences; 

• Removing  netwire  fences  on  allotments 
converted  from  sheep  to  cattle; 

• Lowering  fences  that  exceed  42  inches  in 
height; 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

reseed  with  mixtures  of  grasses  and  forbs  to 
prevent  erosion. 

If  any  new  roads  or  trails  are  proposed,  they 
would  be  constructed  only  if  existing  roads  and 
trails  cannot  be  used. 

AIR  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 


BLM-initiated  activities,  such  as  prescribed  fires, 
would  be  designed  to  have  minimal  effect  on  air 
quality  and  would  be  managed  according  to  the 
New  Mexico  Environment  Department  standards. 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT 

Special  Status  Species  Habitat  Management 

The  short  grass  aspect,  which  corresponds  to  the 
Grasslands  community  type,  would  be  maintained 
for  special  status  species  which  require  this 
habitat  type,  including  the  mountain  plover  and 
Baird’s  sparrow.  Control  of  mesquite,  cholla, 
snakeweed,  creosote  and  salt  cedar  would  be 
employed  as  a means  of  maintaining  the  habitat. 

Big  Game/Upland  Game  Habitat  Management 

Big  game  habitat  expansion  and  movement  would 
be  enhanced  as  opportunities  arise  by  working  with 
grazing  permittees  and  when  mutually  agreeable, 
undertaking  one  or  more  of  the  following  practices: 

- Constructing  fences  in  accordance  with  New 
Mexico  Law,  (77-16-1  to  77-16-18  NMSA  1978) 
and  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  (43  U.S.C.  315c) 
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• Removing  extra  strands  of  barbed  wire  to 
meet  BLM  standard  4-strand  fence 
specifications; 

• Removing  extra  top  strands  of  barbed  wire 
from  netwire  fences  to  prevent 
entanglement  of  mule  deer; 

• Considering  terrain,  forb  and  browse 
diversity,  and  pasture  size  and  shape, 
when  developing  or  redesigning  pasture 
configurations; 

• Disallowing  the  installation,  or  replacing, 
netwire  fences  along  highway  rights-of-way 
crossing  public  lands  if  not  required  for 
ranching  operations; 

• Acquiring  privately  owned  fences  built 
across  public  lands. 

Existing  habitat  management  plans  would  be 
revised,  as  needed,  to  incorporate  changes 
resulting  from  decisions  made  in  this  RMP.  Actions 
in  existing  habitat  management  plans  would 
continue  to  be  implemented. 

Wildlife  habitat  developments  and  other 
management  practices  would  be  considered  for 
use  in  improving  mule  deer  habitat  in  the  BLM’s 
Mescalero  Sands,  Pecos  River,  Southwest 
Roswell,  Cedar  Hills,  Fort  Stanton,  and  Carrizozo 
mule  deer  management  areas.  Developments  and 
practices  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 


Construction  of  water  developments  for 
wildlife  and  livestock; 

Use  of  prescribed  fire; 

Fuelwood  sales; 

Fence  modifications  and  exclosures; 

Aerial  surveys  of  habitat  and  deer 
populations; 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


- Considering  terrain,  forb  and  browse  diversity, 
and  pasture  size  and  shape,  when  developing  or 
redesigning  pasture  configurations; 


Wildlife  habitat  developments  and  other 
management  practices  would  be  considered  for 
use  in  improving  habitats.  Livestock  grazing  and 
oil  and  gas  exploration  would  be  considered  before 
wildlife  habitat  developments  are  undertaken.  It  is 
not  the  intent  to  preclude  existing  and  anticipated 
uses  of  the  land  for  grazing  and  oil  and  gas 
activities.  Developments  and  practices  include,  but 
are  not  limited  to: 

- Construction  of  water  developments  for  wildlife 
and  livestock; 

- Use  of  prescribed  fire; 

- Fuelwood  sales; 


- Aerial  surveys  of  habitat  and  deer  populations; 
and 
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• Use  of  exclusion  areas  or  buffer  zones  in 
brush  control  projects;  and 

• Modification  of  grazing  systems. 

FIRE  MANAGEMENT 

The  construction  of  fire  line  with  heavy  equipment 
(e.g.,  bulldozers  or  graders)  would  be  employed 
only: 

• In  exceptional  cases  (such  as  in  salt  cedar 
or  in  previously  disturbed  areas); 

• With  the  approval  of  the  Area  Manager; 
and 

• With  the  appropriate  resource  advisor(s) 
on  the  scene. 

Management  of  areas  burned  by  wildfires  would  be 
determined  on  a case-by-case  basis,  including  the 
need  for  rehabilitation,  for  deferment  of  livestock 
grazing,  and  for  other  actions,  such  as  emergency 
OHV  closures.  Considerations  affecting 
management  of  burned  areas  include  size  and 
intensity  of  fire,  type  of  vegetation  burned, 
vegetation  management  objectives,  and  the 
management  and  use  of  the  area  prior  to  being 
burned. 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  MANAGEMENT 

For  BLM-authorized  activities  that  involve 
hazardous  materials  or  their  use,  precautionary 
measures  would  be  used  to  guard  against  releases 
or  spills  into  the  environment.  The  transportation 
storage,  and  handling  of  hazardous  materials 
would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with 
manufacturers’  specifications  and  applicable  laws, 
such  as  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery 
Act  and  the  Emergency  Planning  and  Community 
Right-To-Know  Act. 

The  sale  or  transfer  of  public  lands  on  which 
storage  or  disposal  of  hazardous  substances  has 
been  known  to  occur  would  require  public 
notification  of  the  type  and  quantity  of  such 
substances. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

- Use  of  exclusion  areas  or  buffer  zones  in  brush 
control  projects. 


FIRE  MANAGEMENT 

The  construction  of  fire  line  with  heavy  equipment 
(e.g.,  bulldozers  or  graders)  would  be  employed 
with  the  approval  of  the  authorized  officer  to  protect 
public  health  and  safety. 


Management  of  areas  burned  by  wildfires  would  be 
determined  on  a case-by-case  basis,  including  the 
need  for  rehabilitation,  for  deferment  of  livestock 
grazing,  and  for  other  actions,  such  as  emergency 
OHV  closures.  Considerations  affecting 
management  of  burned  areas  include  size  and 
intensity  of  fire,  type  of  vegetation  burned, 
vegetation  management  objectives,  and  the 
management  and  use  of  the  area  prior  to  being 
burned. 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  MANAGEMENT 

For  BLM-authorized  activities  that  involve 
hazardous  materials  or  their  use,  precautionary 
measures  would  be  used  to  guard  against  releases 
or  spills  into  the  environment.  The  transportation 
storage,  and  handling  of  hazardous  materials 
would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with 
manufacturers’  specifications  and  applicable  laws, 
such  as  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery 
Act  and  the  Emergency  Planning  and  Community 
Right-To-Know  Act. 


2-27 


ALTERNATIVES  COMPARISON 


ALTERNATIVE  E 

Bureau  of  Land  Management-administered  public 
land  sites  contaminated  with  hazardous  wastes 
would  be  reported,  secured,  cleaned  up,  or 
otherwise  remedied  according  to  applicable  federal 
and  state  regulations  and  contingency  plans. 
Parties  responsible  for  contamination  would  be 
liable  for  cleanup  and  resource  damage  costs,  as 
prescribed  in  federal  and  state  regulations.  If  at  all 
possible,  the  responsible  parties  would  bear  the 
financial  burden  of  cleanup  and  resource  damage 
costs. 

If  hazards  are  identified  on  BLM-administered 
public  lands,  the  BLM  would  provide  appropriate 
warnings  and  establish  precautions  for  safety 
hazards  associated  with  the  use  of  those  lands. 

The  BLM  would  conduct  its  own  activities  in  a 
manner  that  reduces  the  amount  or  toxicity  of 
waste  generated  from  those  activities. 

SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 

(AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONCERN) 

Fort  Stanton  Area  (ACEC) 

Management  of  the  Feather  Cave  National 
Register  site  would  emphasize  off-site 
interpretation  of  its  religious  significance  while 
allowing  for  the  protection  of  fragile  cultural  values. 
The  site  would  be  managed  in  conjunction  with  the 
recreation  management  program,  which  proposes 
to  close  the  cave  to  recreational  use. 

Lower  Stanton  Pueblo  Ruin  is  an  architectural  site 
located  very  close  to  Feather  Cave.  Currently,  this 
site  is  being  used  by  Eastern  New  Mexico 
University  as  an  archeology  field  school.  An 
interpretive  site  at  Lower  Stanton  Pueblo  Ruin 
would  be  developed  and  managed  in  conjunction 
with  the  recreation  management  program  to 
interpret  Feather  Cave  and  other  cultural  resources 
in  the  area.  Development  would  occur  after 
sufficient  data  recovery  has  been  completed. 

Fort  Stanton  Cave  would  be  closed  annually  to 
recreation  use  from  November  1 to  the  following 
April  15,  to  protect  hibernating  bat  populations. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

BLM  administered  land  contaminated  with 
hazardous  wastes  would  be  reported,  secured, 
cleaned  up,  or  otherwise  remedied  according  to 
applicable  federal  and  state  regulations  and 
contingency  plans. 


If  hazards  are  identified  on  BLM  administered 
lands,  the  BLM  would  provide  appropriate  warnings 
and  establish  precautions  for  safety  hazards 
associated  with  the  use  of  those  lands. 

The  BLM  would  conduct  its  own  activities  in  a 
manner  that  reduces  the  amount  or  toxicity  of 
waste  generated  from  those  activities. 
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Feather  Cave  would  be  closed  to  all  visitor  use, 
except  for  administrative  or  research  purposes,  to 
protect  the  significant  bat  hibernacula  and  to 
protect  visitors  from  extreme  safety  hazards 
associated  with  breakdown,  vertical  entrances  and 
histoplasmosis. 

Recreation  developments  at  Fort  Stanton,  including 
trails  and  camping  areas,  would  continue  to  be 
maintained  or  upgraded,  when  needed,  to  meet 
requirements  for  visitor  health  and  safety. 

Roswell  Cave  Complex  Area  (ACEC) 

Crockett,  Crystal  Caverns,  Martin-Antelope  GYP, 

Torgac  Annex,  and  Torgac  caves  would  be  closed 
to  visitor  use  annually  from  November  1 to  April  15 
to  protect  significant  bat  hibernacula.  Seasons  of 
use  and  visitor  use  restrictions  would  be  applied  to 
any  other  caves  or  portions  of  caves  found  to  have 
significant  bat  hibernacula  or  nurseries. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 


Alternative  E (the  Preferred  Alternative)  comprises 
parts  of  the  other  alternatives  in  a mix  that 
attempts  to  provide  as  much  environmental 
protection  as  possible  while  still  meeting  the  BLM’s 
multiple  use  mandates.  This  alternative  is  more 
environmentally  oriented  than  either  Alternative  A 
or  C.  It  is  more  production  oriented  than 

Alternative  B.  Alternative  E is  similar  to  alternative 
D,  but  it  is  slightly  more  oriented  toward 
environmental  protection  than  Alternative  D. 


In  this  alternative,  management  proposed  for 
the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  is  found  only  in 
the  Fluid  Minerals  section  under  the  Minerals 
Management  heading  and  in  appendixes 
referenced  in  that  section.  All  other  proposed 
management  in  this  alternative  is  for  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area.  The  term  "resource 
area"  applies  to  the  Roswell  Resource  Area. 

The  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements 
(Appendix  3)  would  be  applied,  when  applicable,  to 
all  actions  described  in  this  alternative. 


MINERALS  MANAGEMENT 
Fluid  Minerals 

Goal:  Provide  for  the  leasing,  exploration  and 

development  of  oil  and  gas  resources  within  the 
Roswell  District.  Some  existing  stipulations  may  be 
rescinded,  and  would  be  replaced  by  standard 
terms  and  conditions  or  less  restrictive  stipulations. 


ROSWELL  DISTRICT 

The  BLM  administers  approximately  13,835,000 
acres  of  federal  oil  and  gas  mineral  estate  in  the 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

ALTERNATIVE  F (Resource  User’s  Coalition) 

COMMENT:  Alternatives  A through  E are  not 
included  in  this  comment.  We  set  forth  our 
proposed  new  alternative  as  follows: 

Alternative  F (the  Resource  User’s  Coalition 
Alternative)  comprises  parts  of  the  other 
alternatives  in  a mix  that  attempts  to  provide  as 
much  environmental  protection  as  possible  while 
still  meeting  the  BLM’s  multiple  use  mandates  in  a 
manner  that  will  maximize  beneficial  use  with 
reduced  governmental  involvement  and  regulation. 
This  alternative  was  developed  to  generate  more 
revenue  and  provides  for  multiple  use  of  resources 
to  a greater  extent  than  the  other  Alternatives. 
There  are  several  calculations  that  have  been  left 
blank  and  are  noted  by  an  asterisk  below.  Due  to 
the  time  limitations  we  are  unable  to  provide 
accurate  numbers. 

In  this  alternative,  management  proposed  for  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area  is  found  only  in  the  Fluid 
Minerals  section  under  the  Minerals  Management 
heading  and  in  appendixes  referenced  in  that 
section.  All  other  proposed  management  in  this 
alternative  is  for  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  The 
term  "resource  area"  applies  to  the  Roswell 
Resource  Area. 

The  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements 
(Appendix  3)  would  not  be  applied  except  in 
special  use  areas  designated  in  Table  (or 
Appendix)  J_. 

MINERALS  MANAGEMENT 
Fluid  Minerals 

Goal:  Provide  for  the  leasing,  exploration  and 

development  of  oil  and  gas  resources  within  the 
Roswell  District.  Promote  and  enhance  the 
exploration  and  production  of  oil  and  gas  in  the 
Areas  while  reducing  governmental  involvement 
and  regulation.  Some  existing  stipulations  may  be 
rescinded,  and  would  be  replaced  by  standard 
terms  and  conditions  or  less  restrictive  stipulations. 

ROSWELL  DISTRICT 

The  BLM  administers  approximately  13,835,000 
acres  of  federal  oil  and  gas  mineral  estate  in  the 
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Roswell  District.  Under  this  alternative; 

Approximately  13,248,007  acres  (96  percent  of  the 
oil  and  gas  mineral  estate)  would  be  open  to 
leasing  and  development  under  the  BLM’s  standard 
terms  and  conditions,  the  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements  for  this  alternative 
(Appendix  3),  the  Roswell  District  Conditions  of 
Approval  (Appendix  4),  and  the  Practices  for  Oil 
and  Gas  Drilling  and  Operations  in  Cave  and  Karst 
Areas  for  this  alternative  (Appendix  5).  The 
discrete  components  of  these  requirements  would 
be  applied  on  a case-by-case  basis  when  needed 
to  mitigate  impacts  or  guide  use.  The  Surface  Use 
and  Occupancy  Requirements  would  be  applied  to 
new  leases  or  as  conditions  of  approval  for 
proposed  activities  on  existing  leases,  following 
NEPA  analysis.  The  Practices  for  Oil  and  Gas 
Drilling  and  Operations  in  Cave  and  Karst  Areas 
would  be  applied  as  conditions  of  approval. 

As  a result  of  the  requirements  described  above, 
some  existing  leasing  stipulations  would  be 
rescinded  or  would  be  replaced  by  revised 
stipulations,  in  both  the  Carlsbad  and  Roswell 
resource  areas. 

Approximately  110,060  acres  (<1  percent)  would 
be  open  to  leasing,  with  a stipulation  that  No 
Surface  Occupancy  would  be  allowed  on  new 
leases  issued. 

Approximately  503,846  acres  (4  percent)  would  be 
closed  to  leasing.  In  these  areas,  existing  leases 
would  continue  to  be  developed  on  a case-by-case 
basis.  However,  once  leases  terminate,  they  would 
not  be  re-offered  for  leasing. 

Produced  water  disposal  pits  on  public  lands  would 
not  be  allowed  west  of  the  Pecos  River,  within  1 00- 
year  floodplains  or  within  200  meters  of  drainages, 
playas,  water  wells,  or  springs  throughout  the 
district.  In  all  other  areas  of  the  Roswell  District, 
disposal  of  produced  water  in  lined  pits  may  be 
permitted  on  public  lands. 

Revegetation  of  disturbed  areas  would  be  required. 
Reclamation  techniques,  such  as  deeper  rips, 
different  seed  mixtures,  mulching,  and  the 
applications  of  fertilizer,  would  be  used  to 
accelerate  the  reclamation  of  pits,  roads  and  pads 
to  provide  for  maximum  ground  and  surface  water 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Roswell  District.  Under  this  alternative: 

Approximately  * acres  percent  of  the  oil 
and  gas  mineral  estate)  would  be  open  to  leasing 
and  development  under  the  BLM’s  standard  terms 
and  conditions. 


The  discrete  components  of  these  requirements 
would  be  applied  on  a case-by-case  basis  when 
needed  to  mitigate  impacts  or  guide  use. 


As  a result  of  the  requirements  described  above, 
some  existing  leasing  stipulations  would  be 
rescinded  or  would  be  replaced  by  revised 
stipulations,  in  both  the  Carlsbad  and  Roswell 
resource  areas. 

Approximately  * acres  (<1  percent)  would  be 
open  to  leasing,  with  a stipulation  that  No  Surface 
Occupancy  would  be  allowed  on  new  leases 
issued. 

Approximately  * acres  (_1_  percent)  would  be 
closed  to  leasing.  In  these  areas,  existing  leases 
would  continue  to  be  developed  on  a case-by-case 
basis.  However,  once  leases  terminate,  they  would 
not  be  re-offered  for  leasing. 

Produced  water  disposal  pits  on  public  lands  would 
be  governed  by  and  managed  in  compliance  with 
Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  #7. 


Reclamation  of  disturbed  areas  would  be  required. 
Reclamation  techniques,  such  as  deeper  rips, 
different  seed  mixtures  would  be  used  to  reclaim 
pits,  roads  and  pads  to  provide  for  ground  and 
surface  water  protection.  A maximum  of  two  good 
faith  attempts  to  reseed  a disturbed  area  will  be 
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protection.  The  removal  of  caliche  from  roads  and 
pads  could  be  required  to  enhance  reclamation 
efforts.  Waiver  of  this  requirement  would  be 
considered  if  diligent  attempts  to  revegetate  a site 
have  failed  and  the  Authorized  Officer  determines 
that  further  attempts  would  be  futile. 

CARLSBAD  RESOURCE  AREA 

The  BLM  administers  approximately  4,095,000 
acres  of  federal  oil  and  gas  mineral  estate  in  the 
Carisbad  Resource  Area.  Under  this  alternative: 

Approximately  3,906,756  acres  (96  percent  of  the 
oil  and  gas  mineral  estate)  would  be  open  to 
leasing  and  development  as  described  above 
under  "Roswell  District."  The  total  acreage 
includes  controlled  surface  use  restrictions  and 
approximately  460,700  acres  of  lesser  prairie 
chicken  habitat  that  would  be  open  to  leasing  with 
timing  restrictions.  See  Tables  8 and  69,  and  Map 
16. 

Approximately  81,147  acres  (2  percent)  would  be 
open  to  leasing,  with  a stipulation  that  no  surface 
occupancy  would  be  allowed  on  new  leases 
issued.  Refer  to  Tables  8 and  70,  and  Map  16. 
This  does  not  include  acreage  that  may  be  affected 
by  application  of  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements. 

Approximately  107,097  acres  (3  percent)  would  be 
closed  to  leasing  to  protect  special  resources  or  to 
support  other  public  uses.  See  Tables  8 and  71, 
and  Map  16.  In  these  areas,  existing  leases  would 
continue  to  be  developed  on  a case-by-case  basis. 
However,  once  leases  terminate,  they  would  not  be 
re-offered  for  leasing. 

In  the  Carlsbad  RMP,  a number  of  areas  were 
designated  as  special  management  areas.  A 
variety  of  management  practices  were  prescribed, 
including  oil  and  gas  stipulations.  The  use  of  the 
Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements,  and 
reliance  on  off-road  vehicle  designations  and  visual 
resource  management  prescriptions  established  in 
the  Carlsbad  RMP  make  the  continued  use  of  oil 
and  gas  leasing  stipulations  unnecessary  on  the 
following  areas: 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
deemed  adequate  reclamation. 


CARLSBAD  RESOURCE  AREA 

The  BLM  administers  approximately  4,095,000 
acres  of  federal  oil  and  gas  mineral  estate  in  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  Area.  Under  this  alternative: 

Approximately  * acres  (_2_  percent  of  the  oil  and 
gas  mineral  estate)  would  be  open  to  leasing  and 
development  as  described  above  under  "Roswell 
District."  The  total  acreage  includes  controlled 
surface  use  restrictions  and  approximately  460,700 
acres  of  lesser  prairie  chicken  habitat  that  would  be 
open  to  leasing  with  timing  restrictions.  See 
Tables  8 and  69,  and  Map  16. 

Approximately  * acres  (_J_  percent)  would  be 
open  to  leasing,  with  a stipulation  that  no  surface 
occupancy  would  be  allowed  on  new  leases 
issued.  Refer  to  Tables  8 and  70,  and  Map  16. 


Approximately  * acres  (_J_  percent)  would  be 
closed  to  leasing  to  protect  special  resources  or  to 
support  other  public  uses.  See  Tables  8 and  71, 
and  Map  16.  In  these  areas,  existing  leases  would 
continue  to  be  developed  on  a case-by-case  basis. 
However,  once  leases  terminate,  they  would  not  be 
re-offered  for  leasing. 

In  the  Carlsbad  RMP,  the  following  areas  were 
designated  as  special  management  areas.  A 
variety  of  management  practices  were  prescribed 
including  oil  and  gas  stipulations,  reliance  on  off- 
road vehicle  designations  and  visual  resource 
management  prescriptions.  Other  management 
prescribed  in  the  Carlsbad  RMP  for  these  areas 
would  not  change,  and  these  areas  would  still  be 
managed  as  special  management  areas. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E ALTERNATIVE  F 


Blue  Spring 

Bogle  Flat  Spring 

Little  McKittrick  Draw  HMA 

Owl  Spring 

Preservation  Spring 

Southern  Gypsum  Soil  Area 

Lesser  prairie  chicken  habitat  areas 

Heron  rookeries 

Ben  Slaughter  Draw 

Bluntnose  Shiner  HMA 

Cottonwood  Spring 

Fence  Canyon  Caves 

Honest  Injun  Cave 

KFF  Caverns 

Lost  Cave 

Pecos  River  Corridor 
Yellow  Jacket/Lair  Caves 

Existing  oil  and  gas  leasing  stipulations  for  these 
areas  would  no  longer  be  used  under  this 
alternative.  The  proposed  changes  are 
summarized  in  Table  21.  Other  management 
prescribed  in  the  Carlsbad  RMP  for  these  areas 
would  not  change,  and  these  areas  would  still  be 
managed  as  special  management  areas.  If 
needed,  standardized  lease  notices  would  be  used 
to  provide  information  about  OHV  and  VRM 
requirements  to  purchasers  of  leases. 

The  Maroon  Cliffs  Archeological  District  was 
established  in  the  Carlsbad  RMP.  Under  this 
alternative,  the  size  of  the  area  would  increase 
from  11,783  acres  to  17,720  acres  to  include 
important  areas  of  cultural  resources. 
Management  of  oil  and  gas  activity  would  be 
changed  from  no  surface  occupancy  on  1,880 
acres  under  Alternative  A to  no  surface  occupancy 
on  6,840  acres  and  no  leasing  on  10,880  acres. 
Other  management  prescriptions  identified  in  the 
Carlsbad  RMP  would  remain  unchanged  and  would 
apply  to  the  entire  acreage  of  the  archeological 
district.  Refer  to  Tables  70  and  71 , and  Map  24. 

ROSWELL  RESOURCE  AREA 

The  BLM  administers  approximately  9,740,000 
acres  of  federal  oil  and  gas  mineral  estate  in  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area.  Under  this  alternative: 


If  needed,  standardized  lease  notices  would  be 
used  to  provide  information  about  OHV  and  VRM 
requirements  to  purchasers  of  leases. 

The  Maroon  Cliffs  Archeological  District  was 
established  in  the  Carlsbad  RMP.  Under  this 
alternative,  the  size  of  the  area  would  remain  the 
originally  designated  1 1 ,783  acres.  Other 
management  prescriptions  identified  in  the 
Carlsbad  RMP  would  remain  unchanged  and  would 
apply  to  the  entire  acreage  of  the  archeological 
district.  Refer  to  Tables  70  and  71 , and  Map  24. 


ROSWELL  RESOURCE  AREA 

The  BLM  administers  approximately  9,740,000 
acres  of  federal  oil  and  gas  mineral  estate  in  the 
Roswell  Resource  Area.  Under  this  alternative; 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Approximately  9,312,388  acres  (96  percent  of  the 
oil  and  gas  mineral  estate)  would  be  open  to 
leasing  and  development  as  described  above 
under  "Roswell  District".  This  total  includes 
controlled  surface  use  restrictions  and 
approximately  935,000  acres  of  lesser  prairie 
chicken  habitat  that  would  be  open  to  leasing  with 
timing  restrictions.  See  Tables  13  and  72,  and 
Map  1 1 . 

Approximately  28,913  (<1  percent)  would  be  open 
to  leasing,  with  a stipulation  that  No  Surface 
Occupancy  would  be  allowed  on  new  leases 
issued.  Refer  to  Tables  13  and  73,  and  Map  11. 
This  does  not  include  acreage  that  may  be  affected 
by  application  of  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements. 

Approximately  398,749  acres  (4  percent)  would  be 
closed  to  leasing  to  protect  resources  or  to  support 
other  public  uses.  See  Tables  13  and  74,  and  Map 
11).  In  these  areas,  existing  leases  would  continue 
to  be  developed  on  a case-by-case  basis. 
However,  once  leases  terminate,  they  would  not  be 
re-offered  for  leasing. 

Locatable  Minerals 

Goal:  Continue  to  keep  lands  available  to 

locatable  minerals  while  maintaining  important 
environmental  values. 

The  areas  summarized  in  Table  75  and  shown  on 
Map  9 would  be  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of 
appropriation  under  the  general  mining  laws. 

Solid  Leasable  Minerals 

Goal:  Keep  lands  available  for  leasing  and 

production,  while  maintaining  important 
environmental  values. 

Lands  in  the  following  area  would  remain  closed  to 
leasing; 

• Mathers  Research  Natural  Area,  242  acres 

Additional  public  lands  that  would  be  closed  to 
solid  mineral  leasing  are  summarized  in  Table  76 
and  are  shown  on  Map  19. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Approximately  _1_  acres  Q.  percent  of  the  oil  and 
gas  mineral  estate)  would  be  open  to  leasing  and 
development  as  described  above  under  "Roswell 
District".  This  total  includes  controlled  surface  use 
restrictions  and  approximately  * acres  of  lesser 
prairie  chicken  habitat  that  would  be  open  to 
leasing  with  timing  restrictions.  See  Tables  13  and 
72,  and  Map  11. 


Approximately  * (<1  percent)  would  be  open  to 
leasing,  with  a stipulation  that  No  Surface 
Occupancy  would  be  allowed  on  new  leases 
issued.  Refer  to  Tables  13  and  73,  and  Map  11. 


Approximately  * acres  (_1_  percent)  would  be 
closed  to  leasing  to  protect  resources  or  to  support 
other  public  uses.  (See  Tables  13  and  74,  and 
Map  11).  In  these  areas,  existing  leases  would 
continue  to  be  developed  on  a case-by-case  basis. 
However,  once  leases  terminate,  they  would  not  be 
re-offered  for  leasing. 

Locatable  Minerals 

Goal:  Continue  to  keep  lands  available  to 

locatable  minerals  while  managing  environmental 
goals. 

The  areas  summarized  in  Table  75  and  shown  on 
Map  9 would  be  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of 
appropriation  under  the  general  mining  laws. 

Solid  Leasable  Minerals 

Goal:  Keep  lands  available  for  leasing  in  order  to 
maximize  beneficial  use  while  reducing 
governmental  involvement  and  regulation  and 
provide  reasonable  environmental  protection. 


Additional  public  lands  that  would  be  closed  to 
solid  mineral  leasing  are  summarized  in  Table  76 
and  are  shown  on  Map  19. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Saleable  Minerals 

Goal:  Provide  mineral  materials  to  the  public  while 
maintaining  the  protection  necessary  to  prevent 
adverse  environmental  impacts  and  to  minimize 
impacts  to  public  health  and  safety. 

Mineral  material  pits  no  longer  in  use  or  selected 
pits  in  areas  with  a high  density  of  pits  would  be 
reclaimed.  Pits  would  be  reclaimed  to  standards 
that  would  conform  to,  or  improve,  the  condition  of 
the  surrounding  ecosystem. 


All  federal  mineral  estate  at  Fort  Stanton  would  be 
open  to  the  disposal  of  mineral  materials. 

The  areas  that  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material 
disposals  to  preclude  surface  disturbance  are 
summarized  in  Table  77  and  are  shown  on  Map 
20. 

LANDS  AND  REALTY  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  Manage  the  public  lands  to  support  the 
goals  and  objectives  of  other  resource  programs,  to 
respond  to  public  demand  for  land  use 
authorizations,  and  to  acquire  administrative  and 
public  access  where  necessary. 


Utility  and  Transportation  System 

Public  lands  in  the  resource  area  would  be  made 
available  for  rights-of-way,  permits,  and  leases.  In 
defined  exclusion  and  avoidance  areas,  public 
lands  would  be  open  to  the  consideration  of 
ranting  rights-of-way  under  strict  guidelines  that 
could  limit  or  eliminate  opportunities  for  locating 
rights-of-way. 


Areas  proposed  for  exclusion  of  rights-of-way  for 
major  projects  such  as  electric  transmission  lines; 
pipelines  10  inches  in  diameter  or  larger; 
communication  lines  for  interstate  use;  federal, 
state  and  interstate  highways;  and  major  county 
and  private  roads  are  summarized  in  Table  78  and 
are  shown  on  Map  12. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Saleable  Minerals 

Goal:  Provide  mineral  materials  to  the  public  while 
maintaining  the  protection  necessary  to  prevent 
adverse  environmental  impacts  and  to  minimize 
impacts  to  public  health  and  safety. 

Mineral  material  pits  which  are  no  longer  in  use  or 
are  in  areas  which  have  little  or  no  potential  for 
future  use  and  selected  pits  in  areas  with  a high 
density  of  existing  open  and  working  pits  would  be 
reclaimed  by  BLM.  Pits  would  be  reclaimed  to 
standards  that  would  conform  to  the  condition  of 
the  surrounding  terrain. 

All  federal  minerals  at  Fort  Stanton  would  be  open 
to  the  disposal  of  mineral  materials. 

The  areas  that  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material 
disposal  to  preclude  surface  disturbance  are 
summarized  in  Table  77  and  are  shown  on  Map 
20. 

LANDS  AND  REALTY  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  Manage  the  public  lands  to  support  the 
goals  and  objectives  of  other  resource  programs,  to 
enhance  the  exploration  and  production  of  oil  and 
gas  in  the  area,  to  respond  to  public  demand  for 
land  use  authorizations,  and  to  acquire 
administrative  and  public  access  where  necessary. 

Utility  and  Transportation  System 

Public  lands  in  the  resource  area  would  be  made 
available  for  rights-of-way,  permits,  and  leases. 
Every  effort  will  be  made  to  expedite  the  granting 
of  rights-of-way  for  the  exploration  and  production 
of  oil  and  gas.  In  defined  exclusion  and  avoidance 
areas,  public  lands  would  be  open  to  the 
consideration  of  granting  rights-of-way  under  strict 
guidelines  that  could  limit  the  location  of  certain 
rights-of-way. 

Areas  proposed  for  exclusion  of  rights-of-way  for 
major  projects;  communication  lines  for  interstate 
use;  federal,  state  and  interstate  highways;  and 
major  county  and  private  roads  are  summarized  in 
Table  78  and  are  shown  on  Map  12. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Lands  acquired  as  habitat  for  Special  Status 
Species  or  acquired  for  wetland/riparian  values 
would  be  added  to  the  right-of-way  exclusion  area 
for  major  projects.  Exceptions  would  be 
considered  in  exclusion  zones  on  a case-by-case 
basis  for  facilities  such  as  fences,  range  and 
wildlife  water  pipelines,  power  distribution  lines, 
access  to  oil  and  gas  facilities,  or  oil  and  gas 
collection  or  distribution  pipelines. 

Areas  proposed  for  avoidance  of  rights-of-way  for 
major  projects  such  as  electric  transmission  lines; 
pipelines  10  inches  in  diameter  or  larger; 
communication  lines  for  interstate  use;  federal, 
state  and  interstate  highways;  and  major  county 
and  private  roads  are  summarized  in  Table  79  and 
are  shown  on  Map  21.  Rights-of-way  for  major 
projects  and  for  facilities  such  as  fences,  range  and 
wildlife  water  pipelines,  power  distribution  lines, 
access  to  oil  and  gas  facilities,  or  oil  and  gas 
collection  or  distribution  pipelines  would  be 
considered  in  avoidance  zones  on  a case-by-case 
basis. 

No  additional  rights-of-way  corridors  would  be 
designated. 

See  management  common  to  all  alternatives  for  a 
description  of  the  existing  corridor. 

Acquisition 


As  many  as  3, (XX)  acres  of  private  or  state  lands 
along  the  Rio  Bonito  would  be  considered  for 
acquisition  to  enhance  management  of  the  Fort 
Stanton  area. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Lands  acquired  as  habitat  for  Special  Status 
Species  or  acquired  for  wetland/riparian  values 
would  be  added  to  the  right-of-way  exclusion  area 
for  major  projects.  Exceptions  would  be 
considered  in  exclusion  zones  on  a case-by-case 
basis  for  facilities  such  as  fences,  range  and 
wildlife  water  pipelines,  power  distribution  lines, 
access  to  oil  and  gas  facilities,  or  oil  and  gas 
collection  or  distribution  pipelines. 

Areas  proposed  for  avoidance  of  rights-of-way  for 
major  projects;  communication  lines  for  interstate 
use;  federal,  state  and  interstate  highways;  and 
major  county  and  private  roads  are  summarized  in 
Table  79  and  are  shown  on  Map  21. 


No  additional  rights-of-way  corridors  would  be 
designated. 

See  management  common  to  all  alternatives  for  a 
description  of  the  existing  corridor. 

Acquisition 

Goal:  Acquire  lands  in  special  management  areas 
that  will  enhance  the  management  and  use  of  the 
area,  or  for  the  purpose  of  consolidation  of  isolated 
lands  to  improve  their  manageability.  Acquisition  is 
to  be  accomplished  by  the  methods  of  land 
exchange  or  purchase/sale  such  that  the 
acquisitions  result  in  no  net  gain  of  acreage  to  the 
Federal  government. 

As  many  as  3,000  acres  of  private  or  state  lands 
along  the  Rio  Bonito  would  be  considered  for 
acquisition  to  enhance  management  of  the  Fort 
Stanton  area. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Over  the  life  of  the  plan,  the  acquisition  of  an 
estimated  93,000  acres  of  non-federal  lands  or 
interests  in  non-federal  lands,  in  addition  to  the  Rio 
Bonito  lands,  would  be  considered  on  a case-by- 
case  basis  to  achieve  management  objectives. 
Refer  to  Appendix  8 for  acquisition  criteria.  Any 
lands  acquired  would  be  managed  according  to  the 
management  prescriptions  in  this  alternative. 

The  areas  summarized  in  Table  80,  shown  on  Map 
13,  and  described  in  Appendix  9 are  currently 
identified  as  being  suitable  for  consideration  for 
acquisition,  as  opportunities  become  available. 

Easements  would  be  acquired  to  provide  access  to 
public  lands  for  recreation,  wildlife,  range, 
cultural/historical,  mineral,  ACEC,  special 
management  area  and  other  resource  needs,  as 
opportunities  arise.  Criteria  for  the  acquisition  of 
easements  are  described  in  Appendix  8. 
Easements  are  needed  in  the  following  areas: 

•Overflow  Wetlands  WHA 
•Crockett  Cave 
•Crystal  Cave 
•Millrace  Cave 

•Little  Black  Peak  Cinder  Cone  east 
access 

•Little  Black  Peak  Cinder  Cone  west 
access 

•Carrizozo  Lava  Flow  WSA  lower  windmill 
east  access 

•Mescalero  Sands  ACEC  east  access 
•Mescalero  Sands  ACEC  west  access 

Disposal 

The  disposal  of  an  estimated  150,000  acres  of 
public  lands  (e.g.,  transfer  from  the  administration 
of  the  BLM  to  other  federal  agencies,  or  local  or 
state  governments,  or  disposal  through  methods 
such  as  exchange,  public  sale.  State  indemnity 
selection,  or  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes 
leases  or  patents)  would  be  considered  on  a case- 
by-case  basis.  Appendix  10  includes  a list  of  tracts 
totalling  58,490  acres  already  identified  that  would 
be  suitable  for  consideration  for  disposal.  Prior  to 
any  disposal  action,  these  lands,  and  any  others 
proposed  for  disposal,  would  be  evaluated  for 
compliance  with  the  disposal  criteria  that  are  also 
listed  in  Appendix  8. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Over  the  life  of  the  plan,  the  acquisition  of  an 
estimated  93,000  acres  of  non-federal  lands  or 
interests  in  non-federal  lands,  in  addition  to  the  Rio 
Bonito  lands,  would  be  considered  on  a case-by- 
case basis  to  achieve  management  objectives. 
Refer  to  Appendix  8 for  acquisition  criteria.  Any 
lands  acquired  would  be  managed  according  to  the 
management  prescriptions  in  this  alternative. 

The  areas  summarized  in  Table  80,  shown  on  Map 
13,  and  described  in  Appendix  9 are  currently 
identified  as  being  suitable  for  consideration  for 
acquisition,  as  opportunities  become  available. 

Easements  would  be  acquired  to  provide  access  to 
public  lands  for  recreation,  wildlife,  range, 
cultural/historical,  mineral,  ACECs,  special 
management  area  and  other  resource  needs,  as 
opportunities  arise.  Criteria  for  the  acquisition  of 
easements  are  described  in  Appendix  8. 
Easements  are  needed  in  the  following  areas: 

- Crockett  Cave 

- Crystal  Cave 

- Millrace  Cave 


- Little 

Black 

Peak 

Cinder 

Cone 

east 

access 
- Little 

Black 

Peak 

Cinder 

Cone 

west 

access 

- Carrizozo  Lava  Flow  WSA  lower  windmill 
east  access 


Disposal 

The  disposal  of  an  estimated  150,000  acres  of 
public  lands  (e.g.,  transfer  from  the  administration 
of  the  BLM  to  other  federal  agencies,  or  local  or 
state  governments,  or  disposal  through  methods 
such  as  exchange,  public  sale.  State  indemnity 
selection,  or  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes 
leases  or  patents)  would  be  considered  on  a case- 
by-case  basis.  Appendix  10  includes  a list  of  tracts 
totaling  58,490  acres  already  identified  that  would 
be  suitable  for  consideration  for  disposal.  Prior  to 
any  disposal  action,  these  lands,  and  any  others 
proposed  for  disposal,  would  be  evaluated  for 
compliance  with  the  disposal  criteria  that  are  also 
listed  in  Appendix  8. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  Provide  effective  and  efficient  management 
of  allotments  to  maintain,  improve,  and  monitor 
range  conditions. 

Rangeland  improvements  and  vegetation 
treatments  would  continue  to  be  implemented  to 
improve  or  maintain  forage  production  and  range 
condition,  in  an  effort  to  achieve  the  Desired  Plant 
Community.  Watershed  and  wildlife  habitat 
management  and  livestock  production  needs  would 
be  considered  equally. 

The  following  are  the  types  and  estimates,  based 
projected  demand,  of  new  projects  that  would  be 
implemented  over  20  years  under  this  alternative. 
Funding  priority  would  given  to  "I"  category 
allotments  with  allotment  management  plans. 

• 150  miles  of  water  pipeline 

• 150  water  development  projects,  including 
wells,  storages,  troughs,  or  dirt  tanks. 

• 75  miles  of  fence  construction. 

Specific  grazing  systems  would  be  developed,  in 
coordination  with  permittees,  on  allotments  in  the 
Caprock  Wildlife  Habitat  Area  (WHA)  to  meet  DPC 
objectives. 

The  stocking  rate  of  sheep  in  the  Macho  WHA  in 
areas  currently  supporting  antelope,  and  which 
meet  transplant  criteria,  must  not  exceed  an 
average  of  50  sheep  per  section  per  allotment  over 
the  course  of  the  grazing  year. 

Livestock  grazing  on  the  acquired  Rio  Bonito  lands 
would  be  considered  during  the  development  of  a 
management  plan  for  the  area,  to  determine  if 
grazing  should  occur  and  under  what  conditions  it 
would  be  allowed.  Grazing  preference  would  not 
be  established  and  grazing  would  be  used  as  a 
tool  to  accomplish  the  objectives  of  the 
management  plan.  On  other  acquired  lands, 
establishing  grazing  preference  would  be 
considered  on  a case-by-case  basis,  depending  on 
the  purpose  for  which  the  lands  were  acquired  and 
the  management  objectives  for  those  lands. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  Provide  effective  and  efficient  management 
of  allotments  to  maintain,  improve,  and  monitor 
range  conditions. 

Rangeland  improvements  and  vegetation 
treatments  would  continue  to  be  implemented  to 
improve  or  maintain  forage  production  and  range 
condition. 


The  following  are  the  types  and  estimates,  based 
projected  demand,  of  new  projects  that  would  be 
implemented  over  20  years  under  this  alternative. 
Funding  priority  would  be  given  to  “I”  category 
allotements  within: 

- 150  miles  of  water  pipeline;  and 

150  water  development  projects, 
including  wells,  storage,  troughs,  or  dirt 
tanks. 


Specific  grazing  systems  would  be  developed,  in 
coordination  with  permittees  and  at  permittee’s 
request,  on  allotments  in  the  Caprock  Wildlife 
Habitat  Area  (WHA)  to  meet  range  condition 
objectives. 


Livestock  grazing  on  the  acquired  Rio  Bonito  lands 
would  be  considered  during  the  development  of  a 
management  plan  for  the  area,  to  determine  if 
grazing  should  occur  and  under  what  conditions  it 
would  be  allowed.  Grazing  preference  would  not 
be  established  and  grazing  would  be  used  as  a 
tool  to  accomplish  the  objectives  of  the 
management  plan.  On  other  acquired  lands, 
establishing  grazing  preference  would  be 
considered  on  a case-by-case  basis,  depending  on 
the  purpose  for  which  the  lands  were  acquired  and 
the  management  objectives  for  those  lands. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Management  proposed  in  this  alternative  would 
result  in  a reduction  in  the  amount  of  livestock 
grazing  authorized  on  the  public  lands.  Table  19 
summarizes  estimated  AUM  (animal  unit  month) 
reductions  that  may  result  from  certain 
management  actions. 

Livestock  stocking  rates  would  be  adjusted  under 
certain  circumstances  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
conflicts  with  recreation  use  and  development,  and 
to  reduce  the  cost  of  facility  maintenance. 
Adjustments  would  include  excluding  livestock  from 
developed  recreation  facilities  and  within  fenced 
exclosures  around  caves. 

VEGETATION  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  Manage  resources  to  maintain  or  improve 
vegetation  with  the  emphasis  on  watershed 
protection  and  forage  for  wildlife. 

General  management  objectives,  the  composition 
of  plant  communities  identified  as  a desired  plant 
community  (DPC),  and  practices  proposed  for  use 
in  meeting  the  management  objectives  and  DPC 
are  described  below.  In  all  cases,  an  ecological 
site  must  be  capable  or  attaining  the  DPC  through 
natural  succession,  management  action,  or  both. 
Refer  to  Appendix  1 1 for  more  information  on  plant 
communities  and  the  development  of  the  DPC 
process. 


Watershed,  wildlife  and  livestock  management 
objectives  for  each  community,  except  the  Mixed 
Shrub  Malpais  Community,  are  to  improve 
vegetation  composition  and  production  in  areas 
that  currently  do  not  meet  the  vegetation  condition 
objectives  and  maintain  vegetation  condition  in 
areas  that  do.  The  management  objectives  for  the 
Mixed  Shrub  Malpais  Community  are  to  maintain 
the  current  vegetation  composition  and  production 
levels. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Management  proposed  in  this  alternative  would 
result  in  no  reduction  in  the  amount  of  livestock 
grazing  authorized  on  the  public  lands. 


Livestock  stocking  rates  would  be  adjusted  under 
certain  circumstances  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
conflicts  with  recreation  use  and  development,  and 
to  reduce  the  cost  of  facility  maintenance. 
Adjustments  would  include  excluding  livestock  from 
developed  recreation  facilities  and  within  fenced 
enclosures  around  caves. 

VEGETATION  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  Manage  resources  to  maintain  or  improve 
vegetation  with  the  emphasis  on  watershed 
protection  and  forage  for  wildlife. 

General  management  objectives,  the  composition 
of  plant  communities  identified  as  a desired  plant 
community  for  the  range  condition,  and  practices 
proposed  for  use  in  meeting  the  management 
objectives  and  range  condition  are  described 
below.  In  all  cases,  an  ecological  site  must  be 
capable  or  attaining  the  range  condition  through 
natural  succession,  management  action,  or  both, 
however  in  no  case  will  the  productive  use  of  the 
lands  be  discouraged  by  management  for  range 
condition.  Refer  to  Appendix  11  for  more 
information  on  plant  communities  and  the 
development  of  the  range  condition  process. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 


The  standard  practices  that  could  be  employed  to 
meet  a DPC  would  be  based  on  thresholds  and 
vegetation  condition  objectives  described  below  for 
each  community  type.  The  specific  practices  to  be 
used  and  the  numbers  of  acres  affected  would  be 
determined  during  activity  planning,  based  on  the 
results  of  resource  monitoring.  During  activity 
planning,  specific  resource  condition  objectives 
would  be  developed  for  a distinct  area  (e.g.,  an 
allotment)  based  on  the  planned  use  of  the  area 
and  the  more  general  vegetation  condition 
objectives  developed  in  this  land  use  plan. 

The  standard  practices  that  would  be  employed  to 
meet  management  objectives  in  each  community 
are: 

• Utilization  levels  not  exceeding  45  percent 
of  annual  plant  production.  Utilization 
levels  would  be  determined  prior  to  green- 
up,  and  measured  on  key  forage  species. 

• Projects  such  as  fences,  water 

developments,  erosion  control  structures, 
reseedings,  or  vegetative  sales. 

• Grazing  treatments  such  as  changes  in 
season  of  use,  class  of  livestock,  or 
stocking  rates. 

• Vegetation  treatments,  including, 
prescribed  fire  or  prescribed  natural  fire; 
fuelwood  sales;  and  biobgical,  chembal  or 
mechanical  controls. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Brush  control  is  to  be  used  to  the  fullest  extent  for 
watershed,  wildlife  and  livestock  management  and 
to  improve  the  economics  of  grazing.  Watershed, 
wildlife  and  livestock  management  objectives  for 
each  community,  except  the  Mixed  Shrub  Malpais 
Community,  are  to  improve  vegetation  composition 
and  production  in  areas  that  currently  do  not  meet 
the  vegetation  condition  objectives  and  maintain 
vegetation  condition  in  areas  that  do.  The 
management  objectives  for  the  Mixed  Shrub 
Malpais  Community  are  to  maintain  the  current 
vegetation  composition  and  production  levels. 

The  standard  practices  that  could  be  employed  to 
meet  a range  condition  would  be  based  on 
thresholds  and  vegetation  condition  objectives 
described  below  for  each  community  type.  The 
specific  practices  to  be  used  and  the  numbers  of 
acres  affected  would  be  determined  during  activity 
planning,  based  on  the  results  of  resource 
monitoring. 


The  standard  practices  that  would  be  employed  to 
meet  management  objectives  in  each  community 
are: 

- Utilization  levels  not  exceeding  60 
percent  of  annual  plant  production. 
Utilization  levels  would  be  determined  prior 
to  green-up,  and  measured  on  key  forage 
species. 

- Water  developments,  erosion  control 
structures,  reseeding,  and  vegetative 
sales. 


Vegetation  treatments,  including, 
prescribed  fire  or  prescribed  natural  fire, 
fuelwood  sales,  and  biobgical,  chembal  or 
mechanical  controls. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 


Constraints  on  treatments  for  each  community  are: 

• A project  area  would  not  be  chemically 
treated  until  the  chemical  treatment  of  an 
adjacent  project  area  has  been  in  place  at 
least  five  years. 

Grassland  Community 

Refer  to  Table  81  for  Grassland  Community 
vegetation  condition  objectives. 

Vegetation  treatments  to  influence  DPC  would  be 
considered  at  the  following  threshold  levels: 


Mesquite 
Cholla 
Salt  Cedar 
Cate  law 
Creosote 
Lechuguilla 
Tarbush 
Broom 
snakeweed 

Pinon/juniper 


50  plants/acre 
1 00  plants/acre 
25  plants/acre 
50  plants/acre 

20%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 
20%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 
20%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 

25%  by  weight  of  vegetative 

production 

50  trees/acre 


Shinnery  Oak-Dune  Community 

Refer  to  Table  82  for  Shinnery  Oak-Dune 
Community  vegetation  condition  objectives. 

The  SOD  community  type  on  91  of  the  242  acres 
in  the  Mathers  Research  Natural  Area  would  not  be 
grazed  by  livestock.  The  entire  Natural  Area  would 
be  used  for  wildlife  population  and  habitat  studies. 
Those  studies  may  entail  vegetative  treatments  and 
DPC  may  not  be  reached.  Likewise,  DPC  may  not 
be  reached  in  the  Mescalero  Sands  North  Dune 
OHV  Recreation  Area,  which  would  be  managed 
primarily  for  off-road  vehicle  recreational  activities, 
and  in  the  proposed  Mescalero  Sands  ACEC, 
which  would  be  managed  according  to  the 
prescriptions  for  the  ACEC. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Constraints  on  treatments  for  each  community  are: 

- A project  area  would  not  be  chemically  treated 
until  the  chemical  treatment  of  an  adjacent  project 
area  has  been  in  place  at  least  two  years. 


Grassland  Community 

Refer  to  Table  81  for  Grassland  Community 
vegetation  condition  objectives. 

Vegetation  treatments  to  influence  range  condition 
would  be  considered  at  the  following  threshold 
levels: 


Mesquite 

Cholla 

Salt  Cedar 

Catclaw 

Creosote 

canopy 

Lechuguilla 

canopy 

Tarbush 

canopy 

Broom  snakeweed 
vegetative  production 
Pinon/juniper 


20  plants/acre 
40  plants/acre 
0 plants/acre 
1 0 plants/acre 
5%  of  the  vegetative 

10%  of  the  vegetative 

1 0%  of  the  vegetative 

25%  by  weight  of 

25  trees/acre 


Shinnery  Oak-Dune  Community 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Vegetation  treatments  to  influence  DPC  in  the 
shinnery  oak-dune  community  would  be  considered 
at  the  following  threshold: 

Mesquite  50  plants/acre 

Constraints  on  treatments  in  the  shinnery  oak-dune 
community  are: 

• Treatments  may  be  conducted  to  achieve 
DPC  objectives  in  areas  that  are  not 
considered  suitable  or  occupied  habitat  for 
the  dune  sagebrush  lizard,  or  for  other 
special  status  species  that  may  be 
identified. 

Mixed  Shrub  Malpais  Community 

Watershed,  wildlife  and  livestock  management 
objectives  for  the  mixed  shrub  malpais  community 
are  to  maintain  the  current  vegetation  composition 
and  production  levels. 

Refer  to  Table  83  for  Mixed  Shrub  Malpais 
Community  vegetation  condition  objectives. 

Constraints  on  the  management  of  vegetation  in 
the  mixed  shrub  malpais  community  are: 

• No  changes  would  be  made  in  current 
livestock  management. 

• No  projects  would  be  constructed  in  the 
Malpais. 

PInon-Juniper  Grassland  Community 

Refer  to  Table  84  for  Pinon-Juniper  Grassland 
Community  vegetation  condition  objectives. 

A mosaic  of  different  vegetation  structure  and 
composition  is  needed  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat 
in  this  community  type.  Primary  management 
emphasis  would  be  on  the  desirable  shrub 
component  to  improve  mule  deer,  elk,  Mearn’s 
quail,  and  Kuenzier  cactus  habitats. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Vegetation  treatments  to  influence  range  condition 
in  the  shinnery  oak-dune  community  would  be 
considered  at  the  following  threshold: 

Mesquite  20  plants/acre 


Mixed  Shrub  Malpais  Community 

Watershed,  wildlife  and  livestock  management 
objectives  for  the  mixed  shrub  malpais  community 
are  to  maintain  the  current  vegetation  composition 
and  production  levels. 

Refer  to  Table  83  for  Mixed  Shrub  Malpais 
Community  vegetation  condition  objectives. 

Constraints  on  the  management  of  vegetation  in 
the  mixed  shrub  malpais  community  are: 

-No  changes  would  be  made  in  current  livestock 
management. 

-No  projects  would  be  constructed  in  the  Malpais. 

Pinon-Juniper  Grassland  Community 

Refer  to  Table  84  for  Pinon-Juniper  Grassland 
Community  vegetation  condition  objectives. 

A mosaic  of  different  vegetation  structure  and 
composition  is  needed  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat 
in  this  community  type.  Primary  management 
emphasis  would  be  on  the  desirable  shrub 
component  to  improve  mule  deer,  elk,  Mearn’s 
quail,  and  Kuenzier  cactus  habitats  and  maintain 
livestock  production  levels. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


Vegetation  treatments  to  influence  DPC  in  the 
pinon-juniper  grassland  community  would  be 
considered  at  the  following  threshold  levels: 


Vegetation  treatments  to  influence  range  condition 
in  the  pinon-juniper  grassland  community  would  be 
considered  at  the  following  threshold  levels: 


Mesquite 
Cholla 
Salt  Cedar 
Broom 
snakeweed 

Pinon/juniper 


50  plants/acre 
1 00  plants/acre 
25  plants/acre 

25%  by  weight  of  vegetative 
production 
1 50  trees/acre 


Mesquite 

Cholla 

Salt  Cedar 

Broom  snakeweed 

vegetative  production 

Pinon/juniper 


20  plants/acre 
40  plants/acre 
0 plants/acre 
25%  by  weight  of 

50  trees/acre 


Constraints  on  treatments  in  the  pinon-juniper 
community  are: 

• Removal  of  trees  would  be  done  to  create 
edge  and  mosaic  patterns. 


Constraints  on  treatments  in  the  pinon-juniper 
community  are: 

- Removal  of  trees  would  be  done  to  increase 
forage  and  watershed  protection  and  reduce 
erosion. 


Mixed  Desert  Shrub  Community 

Refer  to  Table  85  for  Mixed  Desert  Shrub 
Community  vegetation  condition  objectives. 

Vegetation  treatments  to  influence  DPC  in  the 
mixed  desert  shrub  community  would  be 
considered  at  the  following  threshold  levels: 


Mixed  Desert  Shrub  Community 

Refer  to  Table  85  for  Mixed  Desert  Shrub 
Community  vegetation  condition  objectives. 

Vegetation  treatments  to  influence  range  condition 
in  the  mixed  desert  shrub  community  would  be 
considered  at  the  following  threshold  levels: 


Mesquite 
Cholla 
Salt  Cedar 
Catclaw 
Creosote 
Lechuguilla 
Tarbush 
Broom 
snakeweed 

Pinon/juniper 


50  plants/acre 
1 00  plants/acre 
25  plants/acre 
50  plants/acre 

20%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 
20%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 
20%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 

25%  by  weight  of  vegetative 

production 

50  trees  per  acre 


Mesquite 

Cholla 

Salt  Cedar 

Catclaw 

Creosote 

canopy 

Lechuguilla 

canopy 

Tarbush 

canopy 

Broom  snakeweed 
vegetative  production 
Pinon/juniper 


20  plants/acre 
40  plants/acre 
0 plants/acre 
1 0 plants/acre 
5%  of  the  vegetative 

10%  of  the  vegetative 

1 0%  of  the  vegetative 

25%  by  weight  of 

25  trees  per  acre 
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alternative  F 

Drainages,  Draws  and  Canyons  Community 


alternative  e 

Drainages,  Draws  and  Canyons  Community 


Refer  to  Table  86  for  Drainages,  Draws  and 
Canyons  Community  vegetation  condition 
objectives. 


Refer  to  Table  86  for  Drainages,  Draws  and 
Canyons  Community  vegetation  condition 
objectives. 


Vegetation  treatments  to  influence  DPC  in  the 
drainages,  draws  and  canyons  community  would 
be  considered  at  the  following  threshold  levels: 


Vegetation  treatments  to  influence  range  condition 
in  the  drainages,  draws  and  canyons  community 
would  be  considered  at  the  following  threshold 
levels: 


Mesquite 

50  plants/acre 

Cholla 

1 00  plants/acre 

Salt  Cedar 

25  plants/acre 

Catclaw 

50  plants/acre 

Creosote 

20%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 

Lechuguilla 

20%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 

Tarbush 

Broom 

20%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 

snakeweed 

25%  by  weight  of  vegetative 
production 

Mesquite 
Cholla 
Salt  Cedar 
Cate  law 
Creosote 
Lechuguilla 
Tarbush 
Broom  snakeweed 
vegetative  production 


20  plants/acre 
40  plants/acre 
0 plants/acre 
1 0 plants/acre 

1 0%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 
1 0%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 
1 0%  of  the  vegetative  canopy 
25%  by  weight 


of 


Constraints  on  treatments  in  the  drainages,  draws 
and  canyons  community  are: 


Constraints  on  treatments  in  the  drainages,  draws 
and  canyons  community  are: 


• Browse  species  would  be  protected. 


- Browse  species  would  be  enhanced.  Crossings 
would  be  reseeded  with  native  browse. 


• Riparian-wetland  vegetation  would  be 
protected  by  methods  such  as  developing 
riparian  pastures,  establishing  upland 
waters,  and  conducting  salt  cedar  control. 

Riparian-Wetlands  Community 

There  is  no  current  management  objective  based 
on  Ecological  Range  Site  Goals  for  the  riparian- 
wetlands  community.  Riparian  management 
objectives  require  more  specific  plant  community 
prescriptions  to  meet  these  goals.  Current  SCS 
range  site  descriptions  do  not  adequately  describe 
potential  plant  communities  for  riparian-wetland 
areas. 


- Riparian-wetland  vegetation  would  be  protected 
conducting  salt  cedar  and  brush  control. 


Riparian-Wetlands  Community 

There  is  no  current  management  objective  based 
on  Ecological  Range  Site  Goals  for  the  riparian- 
wetlands  community.  Riparian  management 
objectives  require  more  specific  plant  community 
prescriptions  to  meet  these  goals.  Current  SCS 
range  site  descriptions  should  be  modified  for  use 
to  adequately  describe  potential  plant  communities 
for  riparian-wetland  areas. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 
Rio  Bonito  Acquired  Lands 

Vegetation  management  on  the  acquired  Rio 
Bonito  lands  would  be  developed  under  specific 
Ecological  Range  Site  Goals  which  would  include 
agricultural  crops  established  on  existing  tillable 
acreage  using  water  rights  obtained  with  the 
acreage.  Crops,  including  apple  orchards,  and 
tame  pasture  species  such  as  hay,  winterwheat, 
fescues,  and  orchard  grass,  would  be  selected  for 
use  by  wildlife. 

Livestock  grazing  on  the  acquired  Rio  Bonito  lands 
would  be  considered  during  the  development  of  a 
management  plan  for  the  area,  to  determine  if 
grazing  should  occur  and  under  what  conditions  it 
would  be  allowed.  Grazing  preference  would  not 
be  established  and  grazing  would  be  used  as  a 
tool  to  accomplish  the  objectives  of  the 
management  plan. 

If  livestock  grazing  is  allowed,  excess  forage  could 
be  used  for  limited  grazing  in  late  winter  or  early 
spring.  Livestock  grazing  on  the  Rio  Bonito 
acquired  lands  would  be  held  to  a level  at  which  45 
percent  of  current  year’s  forage  growth  would 
remain  after  all  uses. 

CULTURAL  AND  PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  Increase  the  protection  of,  and  knowledge 
derived  from,  significant  archeological  and  historic 
properties  known  now  and  those  discovered  in  the 
future. 

Cultural  sites  would  be  managed  to  preserve  a 
higher  percentage  of  the  total  number  of  sites  with 
a secondary  emphasis  on  studying  them  for  their 
information. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
Rio  Bonito  Acquired  Lands 

Vegetation  management  on  the  acquired  Rio 
Bonito  lands  would  be  developed  under  specific 
Ecological  Range  Site  Goals  which  would  include 
agricultural  crops  established  on  existing  tillable 
acreage  using  water  rights  obtained  with  the 
acreage.  Crops,  including  apple  orchards,  and 
tame  pasture  species  such  as  hay,  winter  wheat, 
fescue,  and  orchard  grass,  would  be  selected  for 
use  by  wildlife. 

Livestock  grazing  on  the  acquired  Rio  Bonito  lands 
would  be  considered  during  the  development  of  a 
management  plan  for  the  area,  to  determine  if 
grazing  should  occur  and  under  what  conditions  it 
would  be  allowed.  Grazing  preference  would  not 
be  established  and  grazing  would  be  used  as  a 
tool  to  accomplish  the  objectives  of  the 
management  plan. 

If  livestock  grazing  is  allowed,  excess  forage  could 
be  used  for  limited  grazing  in  late  winter  or  early 
spring.  Livestock  grazing  on  the  Rio  Bonito 
acquired  lands  would  be  held  to  a level  at  which  45 
percent  of  current  year’s  forage  growth  would 
remain  after  all  uses. 

CULTURAL  AND  PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  Consider  and  document  significant 

archeological  and  historic  properties  known  now 
and  those  discovered  in  the  future. 


Cultural  sites  would  be  managed  to  develop  and 
maintain  an  inventory  of  sites  but  in  such  a manner 
as  not  to  discourage  other  uses  including 
recreation,  grazing,  and  development  and 
production  of  oil  and  gas. 

Archeological  sites  would  be  managed  on  a case 
by  case  basis,  taking  into  consideration  their 
individual  significance  balanced  with  other  multiple 
and  beneficial  uses,  for  conservation,  interpretation, 
and  information  use.  Highly  unique  and  significant 
sites  may  be  managed  for  conservation  and 
developed  for  public  use.  This 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 


Approximately  20  percent  of  the  recorded 
archeological  sites  in  the  resource  area  would  be 
managed  for  conservation.  The  management 
objective  for  conservation  would  be  to  preserve 
existing  archeological  values.  This  would  be 
achieved  by  protecting  sites  from  damage  by 
natural  processes  such  as  erosion  and  from  man- 
caused  damage  such  as  illegal  artifact  collecting 
and  from  legally  authorized  surface  disturbing 
activities.  The  Paleoindian  sites,  such  as  those  in 
the  Haystack  Butte  area  would  fall  into  this 
category. 

Approximately  five  percent  of  the  recorded 
archeological  sites  in  the  resource  area  would  be 
managed  to  emphasize  public  values  and 
interpretation.  The  management  objective  for 
public  values  and  interpretation  would  be  to 
develop  archeological  properties  for  public  use. 
This  would  be  achieved  by  scientifically  treating  a 
site,  such  as  by  excavation  and  developing  exhibits 
so  that  the  cultural  property  is  interpreted  for  public 
recreation  and  education.  The  Garnsey  Bison  Kill 
site  near  Bottomless  Lakes  and  Lower  Stanton 
Ruin-Feather  Cave  near  Fort  Stanton  are  two  sites 
that  would  lend  themselves  to  interpretation. 

Approximately  75  percent  of  the  recorded 
archeological  sites  would  be  managed  for 
information  use.  Management  would  emphasize 
the  use  of  cultural  properties  for  the  purpose  of 
gaining  knowledge.  This  would  be  achieved  by 
scientifically  studying  the  property  in  whatever 
ways  are  appropriate  in  order  to  extract  as  much 
information  as  possible.  Two  sites  which  are 
currently  being  studied  are  the  Upper  Bonito  I and 
Lower  Stanton  Ruin. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

would  be  achieved  by  BLM  or  other  government 
agencies  by  scientifically  treating  a site,  such  as  by 
excavation  and  developing  exhibits  so  that  the 
cultural  property  is  interpreted  for  public  recreation 
and  education.  Once  sites  were  selected  for 
interpretation  or  for  further  study  to  increase 
knowledge,  activity  plans  would  be  prepared  and 
approved  before  implementation. 
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An  area  of  3,400  acres  at  Haystack  Butte  would  be 
nominated  for  a National  Register  Archeological 
District  (Map  22).  Management  of  the  District 
would  emphasize  protection  of  the  very  high 
density  of  well  preserved  sites.  A secondary 
emphasis  would  be  the  study  of  selected  sites  to 
increase  knowledge  of  the  area.  Both  the  outright 
acquisition  of,  or  conservation  easements  on,  about 
640  acres  of  state  land  and  40  acres  of  private 
land  would  be  considered  if  the  opportunity  arose, 
and  added  to  the  District,  bringing  the  total  acreage 
to  4,080  (see  Table  80).  Any  acquired  lands  would 
be  managed  according  to  the  management 
prescriptions  for  this  alternative.  In  order  to 
classify  the  cultural  properties  in  an  area,  the  sites 
would  need  to  be  studied.  Once  sites  were 
selected  for  interpretation  or  for  further  study  to 
increase  knowledge,  activity  plans  would  be 
prepared  and  approved  before  implementation. 

The  following  management  actions  would  be 
employed  in  management  of  the  site:  (See  Tables 
74,  75,  76,  77,  78,  and  87.) 

• oil  and  gas:  closed  to  leasing 

• locatable  minerals:  withdraw  from  entry 

• solid  leasable  minerals:  closed  to  leasing 

• mineral  materials  (saleables):  closed  to 
disposal 

• rights-of-way:  exclusion  area  for  major 
rights-of-way 

• OHV  designations:  OHV  use  limited  to 
designated  roads  and  trails 

Approximately  3,OOC  acres  of  BLM-administered 
land  at  Cocklebur  Lakes  would  be  nominated  for  a 
National  Register  Archeological  District  (Map  22). 

Management  of  the  District  would  emphasize 
protection  of  the  very  high  density  of  well- 
preserved  sites  for  the  primary  purpose  of  future 
interpretation.  A secondary  emphasis  would  be  the 
study  of  selected  sites  to  increase  knowledge  of 
the  area.  The  Cocklebur  Lakes  area  would 
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require  some  amount  of  study  in  order  to  be  able 
to  determine  the  level  of  management  required  for 
the  sites.  The  following  management  actions 
would  be  employed  in  management  of  the  site; 
(See  Tables  74,  75,  76,  77,  78,  and  87.) 

• oil  and  gas;  closed  to  leasing 

• locatable  minerals;  withdraw  from  entry 

• oil  and  gas;  closed  to  leasing 

• locatable  minerals;  withdraw  from  entry 

• solid  leasable  minerals;  closed  to  leasing 

• mineral  materials  (saleables);  closed  to 
disposal 

• rights-of-way;  exclusion  area  for  major 
rights-of-way 

• OHV  designations;  OHV  use  limited  to 
designated  roads  and  trails 

Approximately  360  acres  of  public  lands  at  the 
Garnsey  Bison  Kill  Site  would  be  managed  to 
protect  the  bison  kill  site  and  associated 
archeological  sites  (see  Map  23).  One 
management  goal  would  be  to  allow  the  public  to 
see  an  archeological-paleontological  site  exposed 
in  the  sides  of  the  arroyo  running  through  the  site. 
Some  of  the  site  would  be  stabilized,  protecting  the 
archeological  and  paleontological  values.  Another 
goal  would  be  to  generate  appreciation  of 
archeology  and  paleontology  by  developing  a trail 
with  interpretive  signs  and  markers,  and  other  on- 
site and  off-site  interpretive  techniques.  Other 
developn.ent  of  the  site  could  include  site 
stabilization,  exhibits,  and  a parking  area.  Both  the 
outright  acquisition  of,  or  conservation  easements 
on,  about  200  acres  of  private  land  surface  and 
about  320  acres  of  state  land  surface  would  be 
considered  to  enhance  the  management  and 
development  of  the  area  (see  Table  80).  The  total 
acreage  would  then  be  about  880  acres.  Any 
acquired  lands  would  be  managed  according  to 
the  management  prescriptions  for  this  alternative. 
The  BLM  would  continue  with  its  plans  to  interpret 
this  site  even  if  no  additional  lands  are  acquired. 
The  following  management  actions  would  be 


alternative  F 


Approximately  360  acres  of  public  lands  at  the 
Garnsey  Bison  Kill  Site  would  be  managed  to 
protect  the  bison  kill  site  and  associated 
archeological  sites  (see  Map  23).  One 
management  goal  would  be  to  allow  the  public  to 
see  an  archeological-paleontological  site  exposed 
in  the  sides  of  the  arroyo  running  through  the  site. 
Some  of  the  site  would  be  stabilized,  protecting  the 
archeological  and  paleontological  values.  Another 
goal  would  be  to  generate  appreciation  of 
archeology  and  paleontology  by  developing  a trail 
with  interpretive  signs  and  markers,  and  other  on- 
site and  off-site  interpretive  techniques.  Other 
development  of  the  site  could  include  site 
stabilization,  exhibits,  and  a parking  area.  Both  the 
acquisition  of,  or  conservation  easements  on,  about 
200  acres  of  private  land  surface  and  about  320 
acres  of  state  land  surface  would  be  considered  to 
enhance  the  management  and  development  of  the 
area  (see  Table  80).  The  total  acreage  would  then 
be  about  880  acres.  Any  acquired  lands  would  be 
managed  according  to  the  management 
prescriptions  for  this  alternative.  The  BLM  would 
continue  with  its  plans  to  interpret  this  site  even  if 
no  additional  lands  are  acquired.  The  following 
management  actions  would  be  employed  in 
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employed  in  management  of  the  site,  for  public 
surface  (360  acres)  and  mineral  estate  (520  acres): 
(See  Tables  73,  75,  76,  77,  78,  and  87.) 

• oil  and  gas:  open  to  leasing  with  "no 
surface  occupancy" 

• beatable  minerals:  withdraw  from  entry 

• solid  leasable  minerals:  close  to  leasing 

• saleable  minerals:  close  to  disposal 

• rights-of-way:  exclusion  area  for  major 
rights-of-way 

• livestock  grazing:  120  acres  closed  to 
grazing 

• OHV  designations:  120  acres  closed  to 
OHV  use;  OHV  use  limited  to  designated 
roads  and  trails  on  240  acres 

Following  a Class  3 inventory  and  some 
preliminary  research,  eligible  sites  on  the  acquired 
Rio  Bonito  lands  would  be  managed  for 
information,  public  values  or  conservation,  as 
appropriate.  The  management  goals  would  be  to 
interpret  some  cultural  sites  for  the  public,  research 
some  of  the  sites  for  the  information  they  contain 
and  to  conserve  those  sites  that  meet  the  criteria 
for  conservation.  One  opportunity  for  interpretation 
is  the  early  Hispanic  community  of  Las  Chosas. 
This  site  is  located  on  Tract  5 and  would  require 
extensive  excavation  and  reconstruction. 

There  has  been  considerable  interest  in  trying  to 
identify  the  location  of  the  alleged  1947  UFO  crash 
site(s).  If  such  an  event  was  determined  to  have 
occurred  on  BLM-administered  land,  the  BLM 
would  interpret  and  protect  the  area(s)  by: 

• excluding  the  lands  from  rights-of-way 
location; 

• withdrawing  the  lands  from  mining  claim 
location; 

• closing  the  lands  to  solid  mineral  leasing; 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

management  of  the  site,  for  public  surface  (360 
acres)  and  mineral  estate  (520  acres):  (See 

Tables  73,  75,  76,  77,  78,  and  87.) 

- oil  and  gas:  open  to  leasing  with  "no  surface 
occupancy" 

- beatable  minerals:  withdraw  from  entry 

- solid  leasable  minerals:  close  to  leasing 

- saleable  minerals:  close  to  disposal 

- rights-of-way:  exclusion  area  for  major  rights-of- 
way 

- livestock  grazing:  120  acres  closed  to  grazing 


- OHV  designations:  120  acres  closed  to  OHV  use; 
OHV  use  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails  on 
240  acres 

Following  a Class  3 inventory  and  some 
preliminary  research,  eligible  sites  on  the  acquired 
Rio  Bonito  lands  would  be  managed  for 
information,  public  values  or  conservation,  as 
appropriate.  The  management  goals  would  be  to 
interpret  some  cultural  sites  for  the  public,  research 
some  of  the  sites  for  the  information  they  contain 
and  to  conserve  those  sites  that  meet  the  criteria 
for  conservation.  One  opportunity  for  interpretation 
is  the  early  Hispanic  community  of  Las  Chosas. 
This  site  is  located  on  Tract  5 and  would  require 
extensive  excavation  and  reconstruction. 

There  has  been  considerable  interest  in  trying  to 
identify  the  location  of  the  alleged  1947  UFO  crash 
site(s).  If  such  an  event  was  determined  to  have 
occurred  on  BLM-administered  land,  the  BLM 
would  interpret  and  protect  the  area(s)  by: 

- excluding  the  lands  from  rights-of-way  location; 


- withdrawing  the  lands  from  mining  claim  location; 


- closing  the  lands  to  solid  mineral  leasing; 
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• closing  the  lands  to  disposal  of  mineral 
materials; 

• leasing  oil  and  gas  with  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulations;  and 

• closing  the  lands  to  OHV  use. 

The  site(s)  would  be  retained  in  federal  ownership. 


OUTDOOR  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 
Recreation  Management 

Goal:  Ensure  the  continued  availability  of  outdoor 
recreation  opportunities  and  experiences  that  are 
not  readily  available  on  adjacent  public  or  private 
lands.  Protect  the  health  and  safety  of  visitors  and 
natural,  cultural,  and  other  resource  values. 
Stimulate  public  enjoyment  of  public  land  and 
resolve  user  conflicts. 

The  Mescalero  Sands  AC  EC,  Fort  Stanton  AC  EC, 
Overflow  Wetlands  ACEC,  Roswell  Cave  Complex 
ACEC,  Mescalero  Sands  North  Dunes  OHV  Area, 
Haystack  Mountain  OHV  Area,  Garnsey  Bison  Kill 
Site,  Rio  Benito  acquired  lands,  Billy  the  Kid 
Recreation  Site  and  Valley  of  Fires  Recreation 
Area  would  be  designated  Special  Recreation 
Management  Areas  (refer  to  Map  23).  The  public 
lands  not  designated  Special  Recreation 
Management  Areas  would  be  designated  an 
Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area  (ERMA). 

At  the  Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area, 
approximately  four  miles  of  additional  hiking  trails 
would  be  developed  to  provide  access  from  the 
campground  through  the  lava  flow  to  the  Cooper 
Cabin.  Other  recreation  facilities,  trails  and  roads 
at  the  Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area  would  be 
developed  and  maintained  in  accordance  with 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

- closing  the  lands  to  disposal  of  mineral  materials; 

- leasing  oil  and  gas  with  no  surface  occupancy 
stipulations;  and 

- closing  the  lands  to  OHV  use. 

The  site(s)  would  be  transfered  from  federal 
ownership  to  state  ownership. 

Multiple  cultural  surveys  have  been  made  on  some 
of  the  lands  within  the  area.  Areas  with  high 
density  of  cultural  surveys  will  be  designated  as 
inventoried  areas.  A density  of  2 or  more  surveys 
per  160  acre  tract  with  no  cultural  sites  of  greater 
significance  than  lithic  scatter  or  burnt  rock 
presence  will  qualify  the  area  for  a determination 
that  no  further  inventory  is  required  for  the 
permitting  of  other  uses. 

OUTDOOR  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 

Recreation  Management 

Goal:  Ensure  the  continued  availability  of  outdoor 
recreation  opportunities  and  experiences  that  are 
not  readily  available  on  adjacent  public  or  private 
lands.  Protect  the  health  and  safety  of  visitors  and 
natural,  cultural,  and  other  resource  values. 
Stimulate  public  enjoyment  of  public  land  and 
resolve  user  conflicts. 


At  the  Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area, 
approximately  four  miles  of  additional  hiking  trails 
would  be  developed  to  provide  access  from  the 
campground  through  the  lava  flow  to  the  Cooper 
Cabin.  Other  recreation  facilities,  trails  and  roads 
at  the  Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area  would  be 
developed  and  maintained  in  accordance  with 
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the  established  plan  for  the  area.  About  493  acres 
of  private  land  and  19  acres  of  state  land  on  the 
east  side  of  the  presently  developed  area  would  be 
considered  for  acquisition,  to  provide  space  for 
future  expansion  of  the  developed  area. 

Lands  acquired  along  the  Rio  Bonito  near  Lincoln 
(Tracts  1-4)  would  be  managed  for  low  intensity 
recreational  use.  Recreation  activities  that  would 
be  emphasized  are  fishing,  nature  viewing  and 
non-trail  hiking.  The  development  of  two  small 
day-use  areas  on  Tracts  1 and  4 would  be 
considered.  Development  at  these  sites  would 
include  dirt  access  roads  and  parking  areas.  If 
Tract  5 is  acquired,  future  intensive  development 
would  be  considered,  including  the  possible 
development  of  a full-service  campground  of  25  to 
50  sites.  Livestock  grazing  would  be  excluded 
from  the  Tract  5 site. 

The  Billy  the  Kid  Recreation  Site  (80  acres  of  BLM- 
administered  land)  would  be  managed  and 
developed  for  a day-use  area,  with  emphasis  on 
providing  access  to  the  Pecos  River  and  fishing. 
Development  could  include  trails,  picnic  sites, 
roads  and  interpretive  displays.  Livestock  grazing 
would  be  excluded  from  the  site. 

The  Garnsey  Bison  Kill  Site  would  be  managed  as 
an  outdoor  archaeological  and  paleontological 
classroom  with  emphasis  on  cultural  and  natural 
resource  protection.  Development  could  include 
exhibits,  stabilization,  self-guided  interpretive  trails, 
interpretive  stations,  and  a parking  area.  (Refer  to 
the  "Cultural  and  Paleontological  Resource 
Management"  section  for  more  discussion  of  this 
area.) 

Ar;  86-mile  Back  Country  Byway  would  be 
developed  from  Roswell  to  Capitan  along  State 
Highway  246,  the  Pine  Lodge  Road.  Additional 
byways  would  be  identified  and  evaluated  for  future 
designation  and  development.  Future  designations 
would  be  considered  for  roads  or  trails  having  high 
scenic  value,  unique  geologic  formations,  botanical 
or  biological  features,  historical  or  archaeological 
features,  water  attractions  or  other  features  with 
high  public  value. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

the  established  plan  for  the  area.  About  493  acres 
of  private  land  and  19  acres  of  state  land  on  the 
east  side  of  the  presently  developed  area  would  be 
considered  for  acquisition,  to  provide  space  for 
future  expansion  of  the  developed  area. 

Lands  acquired  along  the  Rio  Bonito  near  Lincoln 
(Tracts  1-4)  would  be  managed  for  low  intensity 
recreational  use.  Recreation  activities  that  would 
be  emphasized  are  fishing,  nature  viewing  and 
non-trail  hiking.  The  development  of  two  small 
day-use  areas  on  Tracts  1 and  4 would  be 
considered.  Development  at  these  sites  would 
include  dirt  access  roads  and  parking  areas.  If 
Tract  5 is  acquired,  future  intensive  development 
would  be  considered,  including  the  possible 
development  of  a full-service  campground  of  25  to 
50  sites.  Livestock  grazing  would  be  excluded 
from  the  Tract  5 site. 
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The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  74  would  be 
closed  to  the  leasing  of  oil  and  gas. 

• Mathers  Research  Natural  Area 

The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  73  would  be 
open  to  the  leasing  of  oil  and  gas  with  "no  surface 
occupancy." 

•Border  Hill  NNL 

•Mescalero  Sands  North  Dune  ACEC 
•Haystack  Mountain  OHV  Area 
•Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area 
•Billy  the  Kid  Recreation  Site 

The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  75  would  be 
proposed  for  withdrawal  from  entry  or  appropriation 
under  the  public  land  laws,  including  the  general 
mining  laws. 

•Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow 
WSAs 

•Border  Hill  NNL 

•Haystack  Mountain  OHV  Area  (staging 
area) 

•Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area 
•Billy  the  Kid  Recreation  Site 

The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  76  would 
closed  to  the  leasing  of  solid  minerals. 

•Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow 
WSAs 

•Border  Hill  NNL 
•Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area 
•Haystack  Mountain  OHV  Area 
•Mescalero  Sands  North  Dune  OHV  area 
•Billy  the  Kid  Recreation  Site 

The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  77  would 
closed  to  the  disposal  of  mineral  materials 
(saleable  minerals). 

•Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow 
WSAs 

•Border  Hill  NNL 
•Haystack  Mountain  OHV  Area 
•Mescalero  Sands  North  Dune  OHV  area 
•Mathers  Research  Natural  Area 
•Billy  the  Kid  Recreation  Site 
•Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  73  would  be 
open  to  the  leasing  of  oil  and  gas  with  "no  surface 
occupancy." 

- Border  Hill  NNL 

- Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area 


The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  75  would  be 
proposed  for  withdrawal  from  entry  or  appropriation 
under  the  public  land  laws,  including  the  general 
mining  laws. 

- Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow  WSAs 

- Border  Hill  NNL 


- Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area 

The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  76  would 
closed  to  the  leasing  of  solid  minerals. 

- Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow  WSAs 

- Border  Hill  NNL 

- Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area 


The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  77  would 
closed  to  the  disposal  of  mineral  materials 
(saleable  minerals). 

- Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow  WSAs 

- Border  Hill  NNL 


- Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area 
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The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  78  would  be 
excluded  from  major  rights-of-way. 

•Rio  Bonito  acquired  lands 
•Mathers  Research  Natural  Area 
•Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area 
•U.S.  Highway  380  corridor  through  the 
Carrizozo  Lava  Flow  (applies  to 
overhead  power  and  telephone 
lines) 

•Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow 
WSAs 

•Border  Hill  NNL 

The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  79  would  be 
avoided  when  locating  major  rights-of-way. 

•Mescalero  Sands  North  Dune  OHV  Area 
(applies  to  overhead  power  and  telephone 
lines) 

•Haystack  Mountain  OHV  Area  (applies  to 
overhead  power  and  telephone  lines) 

Cave  and  Karst  Resource  Management 

Goal:  To  protect  cave  values  while  allowing  for 
limited  recreational,  commercial  and  educational 
use.  Research  and  scientific  use  would  have 
priority  over  other  uses. 

Visitor  use  limits,  seasons  of  use,  and  a permit 
system  would  be  established  for  all  caves  where 
the  entrance  is  on  public  land  and  cave  resources 
are  being  affected  by  visitor  use. 

No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  200 
meters  of  known  cave  entrances,  passages  or 
aspects  of  significant  caves,  or  significant  karst 
features.  Refer  to  Appendix  3 for  more  information 
on  this  restriction. 


Off-Highway  Vehicle  (OHV)  Management 

Goal:  Manage  OHV  use  to  provide  adequate 

access  and  reduce  adverse  impacts  on  sensitive 
resource  values.  Provide  quality  recreational 
opportunities  for  OHV  users  in  conjunction  with 
demand  and  safety  concerns. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

The  areas  listed  below  and  in  Table  78  would  be 
excluded  from  major  rights-of-way. 


- Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow  WSAs 

- Border  Hill  NNL 


Cave  Resource  Management 

Goal:  To  protect  known  caves  while  allowing  for 
recreational,  commercial,  educational  and  other 
beneficial  uses. 


Visitor  use  limits,  seasons  of  use,  and  a permit 
system  would  be  established  for  all  caves  where 
the  entrance  is  on  public  land  and  cave  resources 
are  being  affected  by  visitor  use. 

No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  a 
reasonable  distance  but  no  greater  than  200  feet  of 
known  cave  entrances  or  passages  of  significant 
caves.  Waiver  of  this  restriction  may  be  granted  by 
the  Authorized  Officer  in  cases  where  surface 
occupancy  will  not  significantly  degrade  the  cave 
resource. 

Off-Highway  Vehicle  (OHV)  Management 

Goal:  Manage  OHV  use  to  provide  adequate 

access  and  reduce  adverse  impacts  on  sensitive 
resource  values.  Provide  quality  recreational 
opportunities  for  OHV  users  in  conjunction  with 
demand  and  safety  concerns. 


2-53 


ALTERNATIVES  COMPARISON 


ALTERNATIVE  E 

Inventories,  public  review,  and  transportation 
planning  would  be  conducted  to  support  road-by- 
road  designations  for  roads  and  trails  suitable  for 
off-highway  vehicle  use.  Proposed  designations 
are  listed  in  Table  87  and  shown  on  Map  14.  All 
roads  and  trails  not  otherwise  categorized  would  be 
designated  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails 
for  off-highway  vehicle  use.  Pending  completion  of 
formal  designations,  all  roads  and  trails  would  be 
managed  as  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails  for 
off-highway  vehicle  use. 

The  Mathers  RNA  (242  acres)  would  be  closed  to 
OHV  use,  except  for  two  existing  roads,  which 
would  be  classified  as  limited  to  designated  roads 
or  trails. 

Public  lands  within  the  present  boundaries  of  the 
Carrizozo  Lava  Flow  and  Little  Black  Peak  WSAs 
(25,321  acres)  would  be  designated  closed  to  off- 
highway  vehicle  use  to  protect  outstanding  semi- 
primitive values.  Any  state  or  private  lands 
acquired  within  the  present  boundaries  of  the 
WSA’s  would  be  designated  closed  to  OHV  use. 
Public  land  and  acquired  state  or  private  lands 
adjacent  to  the  WSAs  would  be  designated  limited 
to  designated  roads  and  trails  for  OHV  use  to 
provide  access  and  limit  impacts  to  fragile  soils  and 
vegetation. 

The  Mescalero  Sands  North  Dune  OHV  Area 
would  be  enlarged  to  approximately  1,546  acres, 
and  would  be  designated  open  and  managed  for 
intensive  OHV  use,  with  emphasis  on  providing  a 
quality  play  area  for  OHV’s.  Approximately  410 
acres  of  private  land  would  be  considered  for 
acquisition.  Upgrades  and  development  could 
include  interpretive/safety  displays  with  emphasis 
on  the  National  Tread  Lightly  Program,  sun 
shelters,  rest  rooms  and  potable  water.  Livestock 
would  be  fenced-out  from  about  20  acres  around 
existing  and  planned  developments. 

Approximately  3,500  acres  at  the  Haystack 
Mountain  OHV  Area  would  be  managed  as  an 
OHV  Intensive  Use  Area  and  designated  limited  to 
designated  roads  for  all-terrain  vehicles  less  than 
50  inches  in  width.  An  easement  about  50  feet  by 
100  yards  in  size  would  be  acquired  through  two 
state  sections  to  provide  access  to  the  northern 
portion  of  the  OHV  area.  Non-motorized  use  of  the 
Haystack  Mountain  OHV  Area  would  be  allowed. 


alternative  F 

Inventories,  public  review,  and  transportation 
planning  would  be  conducted  to  support  road-by- 
road  designations  for  roads  and  trails  suitable  for 
off-highway  vehicle  use.  Proposed  designations 
are  listed  in  Table  87  and  shown  on  Map  14. 


Public  lands  within  the  present  boundaries  of  the 
Carrizozo  Lava  Flow  and  Little  Black  Peak  WSAs 
(25,321  acres)  would  be  designated  closed  to  off- 
highway  vehicle  use  to  protect  outstanding  semi- 
primitive values. 


The  Mescalero  Sands  North  Dune  OHV  Area 
consisting  of  approximately  640  acres,  would  be 
designated  open  and  managed  as  an  Intensive 
OHV  Use  Area.  Livestock  would  be  fenced-out 
from  about  20  acres  around  existing  developments. 
The  boundaries  would  be  marked  to  reduce 
trespass  and  impact  to  adjacent  federal,  state  and 
private  lands. 


Approximately  1 ,280  acres  at  the  Haystack 
Mountain  OHV  Area  would  be  managed  as  an 
OHV  Intensive  Use  Area  and  designated  limited  to 
designated  roads  for  all-terrain  vehicles  less  than 
50  inches  in  width.  Non-motorized  use  of  the 
Haystack  Mountain  OHV  Area  would  be  allowed. 
The  boundaries  would  be  marked  to  reduce 
trespass  and  impact  to  adjacent  federal,  state  and 
private  lands. 
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Facilities  would  be  considered  for  development, 
such  as  rest  rooms,  sun  shelters,  trails,  interpretive 
displays  and  picnic  sites. 

Approximately  400  acres  in  the  Valley  of  Fires 
Recreation  Area  would  be  designated  closed  to 
protect  the  viewshed  from  the  existing  campground 
and  nature  trail.  The  remainder  of  the  area,  63 
acres  in  the  developed  area,  would  be  designated 
limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails  for  off- 
highway  vehicle  use  for  maintenance  needs  and 
future  campground  development. 

The  Rio  Bonito  acquired  lands  (Tracts  1-5)  would 
be  designated  limited  to  designated  roads  and 
trails  for  OHV  use  to  protect  riparian  values. 

The  150-acre  Border  Hills  National  Natural 
Landmark  would  be  designated  closed  to  off- 
highway  vehicle  use  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the 
geologic  structure. 

Approximately  1 20  acres  of  the  360  federal  acres 
at  the  Garnsey  Bison  Kill  site  (the  core  area)  would 
be  designated  closed  to  off-highway  vehicle  use  to 
protect  the  archaeological  and  paleontological 
sites.  The  remaining  240  federal  acres  and  any 
acquired  lands  would  be  designated  limited  to 
designated  roads  and  trails  to  protect  the 
watershed  above  the  bison  kill  site.  (Refer  to  the 
"Cultural  and  Paleontological  Resource 
Management"  section  for  more  discussion  of  this 
area.) 

Approximately  3,000  acres  in  the  proposed 
Cocklebur  Lakes  National  Register  Archeological 
District  and  about  3,400  acres  in  the  proposed 
Haystack  Butte  National  Register  Archeological 
District  would  be  designated  limited  to  designated 
roads  and  trails  for  off-highway  vehicle  use. 

Following  inventory,  if  it  is  deemed  necessary  to 
protect  a significant  cave  from  OHV  impacts,  a 
cave  exclosure  would  be  constructed  and  the  area 
within  the  enclosure  would  be  designated  closed  to 
off-highway  vehicle  use. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area,  in  the  developed 
area  would  be  designated  limited  to  designated 
roads  and  trails  for  off-highway  vehicle  use  for 
maintenance  needs  and  future  campground 
development. 


The  150-acre  Border  Hills  National  Natural 
Landmark  would  be  designated  closed  to  off- 
highway  vehicle  use  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the 
geologic  structure. 


Following  inventory,  if  it  is  deemed  necessary  to 
protect  a significant  cave  from  OHV  impacts,  a 
cave  enclosure  would  be  constructed  and  the  area 
within  the  enclosure  would  be  designated  closed  to 
off-highway  vehicle  use. 
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A 640-acre  OHV  area  in  the  Dunahoo  Hills 
northeast  of  Roswell  would  be  established,  if 
demand  warrants,  and  be  designated  limited  to  all- 
terrain  vehicle  use. 

The  80-acre  Billy  the  Kid  Recreation  Site  would  be 
designated  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails 
for  OHV  use,  to  protect  recreational  values. 

Approximately  19,200  acres  of  public  lands  along 
both  sides  of  the  Pecos  River  would  be  designated 
limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails  for  OHVs  to 
protect  the  floodplain,  riparian  zone  and  wetlands. 

Approximately  2,000  acres  encompassing  56 
playas  and  alkali  lakes,  and  the  area  within  200 
meters  of  the  playas  and  alkali  lakes  would  be 
designated  closed  to  off-highway  vehicle  use. 

Approximately  640  acres  encompassing  the  area 
within  200  meters  of  the  source  of  about  20  springs 
or  seeps,  or  within  downstream  riparian  areas 
created  by  flows  from  the  source  or  resulting  from 
riparian  area  management,  would  be  designated 
closed  to  off-highway  vehicle  use. 

The  Comanche  Hills  "B"  Area  (approximately  883 
acres)  would  be  designated  closed  to  OHV  use  to 
protect  scenic  views  from  U.S.  Highway  380  and  to 
reduce  the  disturbance  of  waterfowl  at  the  Bitter 
Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

Wilderness  Management 

The  Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow 
WSAs  (25,312  acres)  would  be  managed  for 
roadless  recreational  opportunities. 

If  Congress  does  not  designate  the  WSAs  as 
wilderness,  a recommendation  would  be  made  to 
Congress  that  the  Little  Black  Peak  and  the 
Carrizozo  Lava  Flow  areas  (not  necessarily  the 
WSAs)  be  designated  a National  Conservation 
Area. 


Trailhead  parking  areas  adjacent  to  the  WSAs  and 
a limited,  primitive  trail  system  about  two  miles  in 
length  would  be  developed  to  the  Little  Black  Peak 
cinder  cone  and  to  the  Lower  Windmill  area  in  the 
southeast  corner  of  Little  Black  Peak  WSA. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


Approximately  120  acres  encompassing  the  area 
within  200  feet  of  the  source  of  about  20  springs  or 
seeps,  or  within  downstream  riparian  areas  created 
by  flows  from  the  source  or  resulting  from  riparian 
area  management,  would  be  designated  closed  to 
off-highway  vehicle  use. 


Wilderness 

The  Little  Black  Peak  and  Carrizozo  Lava  Flow 
WSAs  (25,312  acres)  would  be  managed  for 
roadless  recreational  opportunities. 

If  Congress  does  not  designate  the  WSAs  as 
wilderness,  having  been  determined  not  to  be  of 
national  significance,  the  lands  should  be  opened 
as  other  lands  within  the  District  with  an  evaluation 
of  what,  if  any  of  the  lands,  should  be  designated 
as  a National  Conservation  Area  or  other 
designation  providing  limitations  on  use  and 
access. 

Trailhead  parking  areas  adjacent  to  the  WSAs  and 
a limited,  primitive  trail  system  about  two  miles  in 
length  would  be  developed  to  the  Little  Black  Peak 
cinder  cone  and  to  the  Lower  Windmill  area  in  the 
southeast  corner  of  Little  Black  Peak  WSA. 
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About  three  miles  of  trail  from  the  Valley  of  Fires 
Campground  to  the  Malpais  Madness  Cave  would 
be  developed,  as  well.  In  each  case,  legal  access 
would  be  acquired  prior  to  development  of  a trail 
system.  Development  of  these  trails  would  comply 
with  thenonimpairment  criteria  of  the  "Interim 
Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands 
Under  Wilderness  Review"  and  the  "Wilderness 
Management  Policy." 

Visual  Resource  Management 

Painting  would  be  required  of  all  permanent 
surface  facilities  or  equipment  approved  by  the 
BLM.  Paint  colors  would  be  selected  from  the  ten 
standard  environmental  colors  approved  by  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Coordinating  Committee.  Refer 
to  Appendix  3 for  more  discussion  of  this  topic. 

WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT 
Soil  Management 

Goal:  Provide  benefits  and  prevent  damage  to 
other  resources  by  managing  soil  resources. 

Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  would  be  used 
to  minimize  sedimentation  as  a cause  of  nonpoint 
source  pollution  in  surface  waters.  The  BMPs, 
based  on  standard  operating  procedures,  oil  and 
gas  lease  stipulations  or  BLM  policy,  would  be 
specified  in  activity  plans  for  actions  that  make 
soils  more  susceptible  to  erosion,  or  which  impair 
soil  productivity.  Full  consideration  would  be  given 
to  environmental  benefits  and  economic  costs  of 
the  BMPs.  Activities  requiring  implementation  of 
BMPs  would  include,  but  would  not  be  limited  to: 

• soil  disturbing  activities  that  result  in  soil 
loss  due  to  accelerated  wind  or  water 
erosion; 

• activities  that  reduce  vegetative  cover,  thus 
exposing  the  soil  to  erosion  processes, 
and  reducing  the  amount  of  soil  organic 
matter  and  soil  productivity; 

• activities  that  tend  to  concentrate  surface 
runoff  or  steepen  hydraulic  gradients,  thus 
increasing  soil  erosion  by  flowing  water; 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

About  three  miles  of  trail  from  the  Valley  of  Fires 
Campground  to  the  Malpais  Madness  Cave  would 
be  developed,  as  well.  In  each  case,  legal  access 
would  be  acquired  prior  to  development  of  a trail 
system.  Development  of  these  trails  would  comply 
with  the  nonimpairment  criteria  of  the  "Interim 
Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands 
Under  Wilderness  Review"  and  the  "Wilderness 
Management  Policy." 

Visual  Resource  Management 

Painting  would  be  required  of  all  permanent 
surface  facilities  or  equipment  approved  by  the 
BLM.  Paint  colors  would  no  longer  be  prescribed. 


WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT 
Soil  Management 

Goal:  Provide  benefits  and  prevent  damage  to 
other  resources  by  managing  soil  resources. 

Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  would  be  used 
to  minimize  sedimentation  as  a cause  of  nonpoint 
source  pollution  in  surface  waters.  The  BMPs, 
based  on  standard  operating  procedures,  oil  and 
gas  lease  stipulations,  would  be  specified  in  activity 
plans  for  actions  that  make  soils  more  susceptible 
to  erosion,  or  which  impair  soil  productivity.  Full 
consideration  would  be  given  to  the  economic 
costs  as  compared  to  the  environmental  benefits  of 
the  BMPs.  Activities  requiring  implementation  of 
BMPs  would  include,  but  would  not  be  limited  to: 

- soil  disturbing  activities  that  result  in  so.'  loss  due 
to  accelerated  wind  or  water  erosion; 

- activities  that  reduce  vegetative  cover,  thus 
exposing  the  soil  to  erosion  processes,  and 
reducing  the  amount  of  soil  organic  matter  and  soil 
productivity; 

- activities  that  tend  to  concentrate  surface  runoff 
or  steepen  hydraulic  gradients,  thus  increasing  soil 
erosion  by  flowing  water; 
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• activities  that  result  in  sediment  loading 
directly  to  streams; 

• activities  that  damage  soil  structure  by 
compaction  or  other  means;  and 

• activities  that  degrade  the  physical, 
chemical,  or  biological  properties  of  the 
soil,  such  as  high-intensity  bums, 
contamination  by  toxic  substances,  or 
other  means. 

No  occupancy  or  use  would  be  allowed  on  slopes 
over  20  percent  or  fragile  soils.  Refer  to  Apperxfix 
3 for  more  discussion  of  this  restriction. 

Surface  Water  Management:  Quantity 

Goal:  Increase  water  availability  by  enhancing 

annual  water  yields,  instream  flows,  and  discharge 
from  springs,  while  also  reducing  resource  damage 
by  floods  and  accelerated  erosion. 

Strategic  watershed  management  plans  would  be 
developed  and  implemented  for  watersheds  that 
are  susceptible  to  severe  long-term  soil  losses  or 
gully  erosion,  and  which  have  a high  potential  to 
respond  to  treatment. 

Plans  would  be  developed  for  the  following 
watersheds  susceptible  to  severe  long-term  soil 
loss  (i.e.  mean  annual  soil  loss  over  the  delineated 
area  is  estimated  to  be  1.0  ac-ft/mP/yr  or  more), 
shown  on  Map  41 , in  Chapter  3: 

•Rio  Bonito  including  Salado  Creek; 
•Pecos  River  (from  confluence  of  Yeso 
Creek  to  Bitter  Lake  National  Wildlife 
Refuge);  and 

•the  closed  drainage  area  to  Nakee  Ishee 
Lakes. 

Plans  also  would  be  developed  for  the  following 
watersheds  susceptible  to  severe  gully  erosion, 
shown  on  Map  41 , in  Chapter  3. 

•Rio  Bonito  including  Salado  Creek; 
•Arroyo  del  Macho; 

•Gallo  Arroyo; 

•Feliz  River. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

- activities  that  result  in  sediment  loading  directly  to 
streams; 


Surface  Water  Management:  Quantity 

Goal:  Increase  water  availability  by  enhancing 

annual  water  yields,  instream  flows,  and  discharge 
from  springs,  while  also  reducing  resource  damage 
by  floods  and  accelerated  erosion. 

Strategic  watershed  management  plans  would  be 
developed  and  implemented  for  watersheds  that 
are  susceptible  to  severe  long-term  soil  losses  or 
gully  erosion,  and  which  have  a high  potential  to 
respond  to  treatment. 

Plans  would  be  developed  for  the  following 
watersheds  susceptible  to  severe  long-term  soil 
loss  (i.e.  mean  annual  soil  loss  over  the  delineated 
area  is  estimated  to  be  1 .0  ac-ft/mi2/yr  or  more), 
shown  on  Map  41 , in  Chapter  3: 

- Rio  Bonito  including  Salado  Creek; 

- Pecos  River  (from  confluence  of  Yeso  Creek  to 
Bitter  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge);  and 

- the  closed  drainage  area  to  Nakee  Ishee  Lakes. 

Plans  also  would  be  developed  for  the  following 
watersheds  susceptible  to  severe  gully  erosion, 
shown  on  Map  41 , in  Chapter  3. 

- Rio  Bonito  including  Salado  Creek; 

- Arroyo  del  Macho; 

- Gallo  Arroyo; 

- Feliz  River. 
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As  part  of  the  watershed  management  plans 
prepared  for  these  six  watersheds,  site-specific 
prescriptions  would  be  written  which  could  include, 
but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following  practices:  (1) 
mechanical,  chemical,  or  prescribed  fire  vegetation 
treatments,;  (2)  plantings  of  native  riparian  plant 
species  and  seeding  of  herbaceous  ground  cover; 
(3)  livestock  grazing  management  by  controlling 
livestock  numbers  and  season  of  use,  and  by 
providing  alternative  water  and  mineral  sources;  (4) 
construction  of  erosion,  sediment  and  flood  control 
structures;  (5)  use  of  other  methods  determined 
most  suitable  for  site-specific  conditions;  (6) 
implementation  of  a monitoring  program,  including 
a feedback  loop  which  would  guide  management 
based  on  monitoring  information. 

Springs  and  seeps,  playas,  and  sinkhole  lakes  on 
public  lands  would  be  developed  to  improve 
wetland  and  riparian  habitat,  and  to  increase  water 
availability.  Water  sources  would  be  prioritized  for 
development  based  on  the  following  criteria; 

• Presence  of  threatened  or  endangered 
species; 

• Potential  habitat  for  threatened  or 
endangered  species; 

• Presence  of  perennial  water  or  ephemeral 
water  for  extended  periods; 

• Presence  of  native  riparian  vegetation; 

• Significant  ground-water  recharge  areas; 

• Limited  alternative  water  sources  in  the 
area  for  wildlife  and  livestock; 

• Federal  ownership  of  both  surface  and 
subsurface  estates. 

Water  source  developments  could  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to: 

•Protective  exclosures; 

•Native  riparian  plantings; 

•Construction  of  supplemental  water 
pipelines; 

•Control  of  undesirable  vegetation;  and 
•Off-site  livestock  waters. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

As  part  of  the  watershed  management  plans 
prepared  for  these  six  watersheds,  site-specific 
prescriptions  would  be  written  which  could  include, 
but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following  practices;  (1) 
mechanical,  chemical,  or  prescribed  fire  vegetation 
treatments,;  (2)  plantings  of  native  riparian  plant 
species  and  seeding  of  herbaceous  ground  cover; 
(3)construction  of  erosion,  sediment  and  flood 
control  structures;  (4)  use  of  other  methods 
determined  most  suitable  for  site-specific 
conditions;  (5)  implementation  of  a monitoring 
program,  including  a feedback  loop  which  would 
guide  management  based  on  monitoring 
information. 


Springs  and  seeps,  playas,  and  sinkhole  lakes  on 
public  lands  would  be  developed  to  improve 
wetland  and  riparian  habitat,  and  to  increase  water 
availability.  Water  sources  would  be  prioritized  for 
development  based  on  the  following  criteria: 

- Presence  of  perennial  water  for  extended  periods; 


- Significant  ground-water  recharge  areas; 

- Limited  alternative  water  sources  in  the  area  for 
wildlife  and  livestock; 


Water  source  developments  could  be  made  with 
consultation  and  guidance  of  the  grazing  lessee 
including,  but  not  limited  to: 

- Native  riparian  plantings; 

- Construction  of  supplemental  water  pipelines; 

- Control  of  undesirable  vegetation;  and 

- Off-site  livestock  waters. 
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Surface  Water  Management:  Quality 

Goal:  Maintain  or  improve  the  quality  of  surface 
waters  to  support  all  designated  uses  listed  by  the 
New  Mexico  Water  Quality  Control  Commission 
(WQCC  91-1,  Amendment  1 ).  Water  quality  would 
be  based  on  the  general  and  specific  stream 
standards  outlined  by  the  WQCC. 

Further  degradation  of  water  quality  would  be 
prevented  whenever  practicable  to  meet  present  or 
possible  future  demands,  such  as  domestic  or 
municipal  water  supplies,  irrigation,  livestock, 
wildlife,  recreation,  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat,  and 
other  uses.  Exceptions  would  be  considered  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  when  water  quality  standards 
more  stringent  than  state  and  federal  standards 
would  result  in  increased  economic  costs  that 
exceed  environmental  benefits. 

Best  Management  Practices  would  be  developed  in 
activity  plans  for  actions  that  degrade  surface  water 
quality  through  nonpoint  source  pollution.  The 
primary  emphasis  of  BMPs  would  be  on  preserving 
environmental  values.  Surface  water  quality 
parameters  that  would  be  addressed  in  BMPs 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to:  water  temperature, 
turbidity,  sediment  transport  and  yield,  chemical 
loading,  and  nutrient  loading. 

Due  to  "checkerboard"  ownership  in  watersheds, 
management  on  BLM-administered  lands  alone 
may  not  be  adequate  to  support  designated  stream 
uses.  Where  appropriate,  cooperative  agreements, 
MOUs,  or  other  interagency  efforts  would  be  made 
to  manage  entire  watersheds  to  maintain  or 
improve  water  quality. 

Groundwater  Management 

Goal:  Maintain  or  improve  groundwater  quality  to 
meet  applicable  state  and  federal  standards. 

Further  degradation  of  groundwater  quality  would 
be  prevented  whenever  practicable,  even  when 
WQCC  standards  allow  for  further  degradation. 
Exceptions  would  be  considered  for  areas 
specifically  exempted  by  state  or  federal  authority, 
and  on  a case-by-case  basis  when  standards  more 
stringent  than  state  and  federal  standards  would 
result  in  increased  economic  costs  which  exceed 
environmental  benefits. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Surface  Water  Management:  Quality 

Goal:  Maintain  or  improve  the  quality  of  surface 
waters  to  support  all  designated  uses  listed  by  the 
New  Mexico  Water  Quality  Control  Commission 
(WQCC  91-1,  Amendment  1).  Water  quality  would 
be  based  on  the  general  and  specific  stream 
standards  outlined  by  the  WQCC. 

Further  degradation  of  water  quality  would  be 
prevented  whenever  practicable  to  meet  present  or 
possible  future  demands,  such  as  domestic  or 
municipal  water  supplies,  irrigation,  livestock, 
wildlife,  recreation,  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat,  and 
other  uses  by  incorporating  New  Mexico  WQCC 
rules  and  regulations  recognizing  cultures,  customs 
and  economics  of  the  area. 


Best  Management  Practices  would  be  developed  in 
activity  plans  for  actions  that  degrade  surface  water 
quality  through  nonpoint  source  pollution.  Surface 
water  quality  parameters  that  would  be  addressed 
in  BMPs  include,  but  are  not  limited  to:  water 
temperature,  turbidity,  sediment  transport  and  yield, 
chemical  loading,  and  nutrient  loading. 


Groundwater  Management 

Goal:  Maintain  or  improve  groundwater  quality  to 
meet  applicable  state  and  federal  standards. 

Degradation  of  groundwater  quality  would  be 
prevented  whenever  practicable  unless  WQCC 
standards  allow  for  further  degradation.  Exceptions 
would  be  considered  for  areas  specifically 
exempted  by  state  or  federal  authority,  and  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  when  standards  would  result  in 
increased  economic  costs  which  exceed 
environmental  benefits. 
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Best  Management  Practices  would  be  developed 
on  a case-by-case  basis  for  actions  that  degrade 
groundwater  quality  through  nonpoint  source 
pollution,  for  groundwater  with  10,000  mg/I  total 
dissolved  solids  (TDS)  or  less.  The  primary 
emphasis  of  BMPs  would  be  on  preserving 
environmental  values.  Groundwater  quality 
parameters  that  would  be  addressed  in  BMPs 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to;  TDS,  pH,  volatile 
organic  compounds,  and  heavy  metals. 

For  any  site  proposed  for  pesticide  treatment,  the 
potential  for  groundwater  contamination  would  be 
evaluated  with  the  EPA  rating  system,  DRASTIC 
(Aller  et  al.  1985).  If  the  site  proposed  for 
treatment  has  a DRASTIC  index  greater  than  100, 
it  has  a moderate  to  high  potential  for  groundwater 
contamination,  and  would  require  a more  detailed 
analysis  prior  to  a decision  being  made  on  the 
proposed  treatment.  Factors  that  would  be  studied 
further  include:  pesticide  solubility,  mobility, 
speciation,  and  degradation,  and  highly  localized 
recharge  areas. 

Water  Rights  Management 

Goal:  Protect  existing  public  land  water  supplies 
through  federal  reserved  water  rights  and  State 
appropriative  water  rights.  Also,  acquire  and/or 
perfect  water  rights  necessary  to  carry  out  multiple- 
use  management  through  State  law,  acquisition, 
and  the  adjudication  process. 

For  any  proposed  action  on  BLM-administered 
lands  that  would  require  the  use  of  water,  or  which 
could  affect  water  supplies  elsewhere,  the  New 
Mexico  State  Engineer  (SEO)  would  be  contacted 
to  ensure  protection  of  BLM  water  rights,  and  to 
prevent  impairment  of  other  users’  water  rights. 

The  acquisition  or  protection  of  water  rights  would 
be  prioritized  according  to  the  following  list  (in 
descending  order  of  importance); 

1 . Streams  or  rivers  with  special  designation 
by  Congress. 

2.  Other  streams  or  rivers. 

3.  Springs. 

4.  Wells. 

5.  Natural  water  holes,  playas,  and  sinkholes. 

6.  Reservoirs  greater  than  10  ac-ft  capacity. 

7.  Reservoirs  less  than  10  ac-ft  capacity. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Best  Management  Practices  would  be  developed 
on  a case-by-case  basis  for  actions  that  degrade 
groundwater  quality  through  nonpoint  source 
pollution,  for  groundwater  with  10,000  mg/I  total 
dissolved  solids  (TDS)  or  less.  Groundwater 
quality  parameters  that  would  be  addressed  in 
BMPs  include,  but  are  not  limited  to:  TDS,  pH, 
volatile  organic  compounds,  and  heavy  metals. 


Water  Rights  Management 

Goal:  Protect  existing  federal  water  rights. 


For  any  proposed  action  that  would  affect  federal 
water  rights,  the  New  Mexico  State  Engineer  (SEO) 
would  be  contacted  to  ensure  protection  of  BLM 
water  rights.  The  protection  of  water  rights  would 
be  prioritized  according  to  New  Mexico  state  water 
law. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Water  use  proposals  filed  with  the  SEO  by  entities 
other  than  the  BLM  that  could  affect  water  rights 
and  uses  on  public  lands  would  be  evaluated  for 
their  impact  on  BLM  water  resources.  Actions  that 
would  impair  the  quality  of  public  land  resources 
would  be  protested  through  procedures  specified 
by  the  SEO. 

Water  rights  held  by  the  BLM  would  be  maintained 
primarily  through: 

• Beneficial  use,  and  maintenance  of 
manmade  diversions,  where  appropriate. 
The  SEO  would  be  notified  of  all  water 
uses  and  relevant  public  land  authorities. 
Proposals  that  require  the  use  of  BLM-held 
water  would  include  specific  provisions  for 
meeting  these  requirements,  prior  to 
approval  by  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer. 

• Other  opportunities,  such  as  MOUs,  water 
marketing,  or  other  coordinated  efforts, 
according  to  existing  law. 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT 

Special  Status  Species  Habitat  Management 

Goal:  Provide  protection  and  recovery  for  all 

Special  Status  Species,  which  are  federal  and  state 
listed  species,  and  federal  candidate  species,  and 
their  habitats  on  public  lands.  Conserve  occupied 
and  potential  habitat  for  these  species  on  public 
land  to  maintain  or  enhance  populations  at  levels 
to  avoid  listing  by  either  state  or  federal 
governments  while  allowing  for  mineral  production 
and  development. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Recovery  Plans 
would  be  implemented,  including  the  reintroduction 
of  native  special  status  species  in  suitable  areas  on 
public  land  in  coordination  and  cooperation  with 
local  governments.  Current  plans  cover  the 
American  peregrine  falcon,  SW  bald  eagle,  Pecos 
gambusia,  Kuenzier  hedgehog  cactus,  Pecos 
bluntnose  shiner  and  Black-footed  ferret. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


Water  rights  held  by  the  BLM  would  be  maintained 
primarily  through: 

- Beneficial  use.  The  SEO  would  be  notified  of  all 
water  uses  and  relevant  public  land  authorities. 
Proposals  that  require  the  use  of  BLM-held  water 
would  include  specific  provisions  for  meeting  these 
requirements,  prior  to  approval  by  the  BLM 
Authorized  Officer. 


- Other  opportunities,  such  as  MOUs,  water 
marketing,  or  other  coordinated  efforts,  according 
to  existing  law. 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT 

Special  Status  Species  Habitat  Management 

Goal:  Provide  protection  and  recovery  for  all 

Special  Status  Species,  which  are  federal  and  state 
listed  species,  on  public  lands.  Manage  occupied 
habitat  for  these  species  on  public  land  to  maintain 
or  enhance  populations  at  levels  to  avoid  listing  by 
either  state  or  federal  governments  while  providing 
for  grazing  and  mineral  production  and 
development. 
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Big  Game/Upland  Game  Habitat  Management 

Goal:  Maintain  or  improve  habitat  utilized  by  big 
game  or  upland  game  to  provide  sufficient  quantity 
and  quality  of  habitat  (food,  water,  cover,  space) 
necessary  for  population  maintenance  and 
expansion  on  public  land. 


Prescribed  burns  would  be  conducted  in  selected 
pinon-juniper  community  types  at  Fort  Stanton  and 
the  Cedar  Hills  area  west  of  Roswell.  For  each 
prescribed  burn  the  acreage  to  be  burned  and  the 
objective  of  the  fire  would  be  tied  to  wildlife  habitat 
management  and  desired  plant  community 
management  objectives  described  in  activity  plans. 

No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  up 
to  200  meters  of  existing  or  planned  wildlife  habitat 
improvement  projects.  Refer  to  Appendix  3 for 
more  information  on  this  restriction. 

Big  game  and  upland  game  transplants  or 
reintroductions  on  public  lands  would  be  conducted 
when  cooperatively  prescribed  by  the  BLM  and  the 
NMDGF.  Projected  transplants  or  reintroductions 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 


• Pronghorn  antelope  in  pastures  that  meet 
the  suitability  criteria  (see  Appendix  12); 

• Mule  deer  in  areas  of  low  population 
density  or  in  areas  to  enhance  deer  herd 
gene  pools; 

• Wild  turkey  at  Fort  Stanton  and  on  the  Rio 
Bonito  acquired  lands; 

• Other  big  game  or  upland  game  species 
recommended  by  the  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish. 

If  opportunities  arise,  acquisitions  of  non-federal 
lands  would  be  considered  in  the  following 
instances,  to  improve  management  of  big  game. 
Acquisitions  in  the  Caprock  deer  management  area 
would  benefit  special  status  species  and  raptor 
habitat  management  goals,  as  well. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Big  Game/Upland  Game  Habitat  Management 

Goal:  Maintain  or  improve  habitat  utilized  by  big 
game  or  upland  game  to  provide  sufficient  quantity 
and  quality  of  habitat  (food,  water,  cover,  space) 
necessary  for  population  maintenance  and 
expansion  on  public  land  while  providing  for 
grazing  and  mineral  production  and  development. 

Prescribed  burns  would  be  conducted  in  selected 
pinon-juniper  community  types  at  Fort  Stanton  and 
the  Cedar  Hills  area  west  of  Roswell.  For  each 
prescribed  burn  the  acreage  to  be  burned  and  the 
objective  of  the  fire  would  be  tied  equally  to  wildlife 
habitat  and  livestock  grazing  management 
objectives. 


Big  game  and  upland  game  transplants  or 
reintroduction  on  public  lands  would  be  conducted 
when  cooperatively  prescribed  by  the  BLM, 
NMDGF  and  the  grazing  permittee.  Projected 
transplants  or  reintroduction  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to: 

- Pronghorn  antelope  in  pastures  that  meet  the 
suitability  criteria  (see  Appendix  12); 

- Mule  deer  in  areas  of  low  population  density  or  in 
areas  to  enhance  deer  herd  gene  pools; 


- Wild  turkey  at  Fort  Stanton  and  on  the  Rio  Bonito 
acquired  lands; 

- Other  big  game  or  upland  game  species 
recommended  by  the  New  Mexico  Department  of 
Game  and  Fish. 


2-63 


ALTERNATIVES  COMPARISON 


ALTERNATIVE  E 

• Caprock  WHA:  18,969  acres  of  state 
land;  8,840  acres  of  private  land 

• Cedar  Hills  and  Pecos  River  deer 
management  areas:  3,521  acres  of  state 
land 

• Rio  Bonito  area:  279  acres  of  state  land 

Geophysical  exploration  operations,  drilling  for  oil 
and  gas,  and  other  development  would  not  be 
allowed  in  lesser  prairie  chicken  habitat  during  the 
period  of  March  1 through  June  30,  each  year. 
Additionally,  no  new  drilling  would  be  allowed 
within  up  to  200  meters  of  leks  known  at  the  time 
of  permitting.  Refer  to  Appendix  3 for  more 
discussion  of  these  restrictions. 

Core  prairie  chicken  habitat  areas  would  be 
avoided  when  locating  major  rights-of-way.  Refer 
to  Table  79. 

Waterfowl  Habitat  Management 

Goal:  Perpetuate  a diversity  and  abundance  of 
waterfowl  populations  in  the  Central  Flyway  by 
protecting  and  enhancing  wetlands,  Including  playa 
lakes,  alkali  lakes,  sinkhole  lakes  and  earthen 
tanks,  while  allowing  a level  of  mineral 
development  and  production  that  would  not 
decrease  waterfowl  habitat  and  populations. 

Develop  as  many  as  400  acres  of  wetland  habitat 
in  suitable  areas  within  the  floodplain  of  the  Pecos 
River.  Suitability  criteria  include  but  are  not  limited 
to: 

• Areas  with  seasonal  surface  waters 
indicative  of  a high  water  table  or 
subsurface  clay  layer; 

• Areas  with  the  potential  of  supporting 
cottonwood  tree  groves; 

• Areas  that  have  or  would  receive 
vegetation  manipulation  projects  (salt 
cedar  control,  prescribed  fire,  riparian 
pasture  development). 

No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  up 
to  200  meters  of  active  heronries.  Refer  to 
Appendix  3 for  more  discussion  on  this  restriction. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


Geophysical  exploration  operations,  drilling  for  oil 
and  gas,  and  other  development  would  not  be 
allowed  in  lesser  prairie  chicken  habitat  during  the 
period  April  1 through  May  31,  each  year. 
Additionally,  no  new  drilling  would  be  allowed 
within  a reasonable  distance  but  no  greater  than 
200  feet  of  active  leks  known  at  the  time  of 
permitting. 


Waterfowl  Habitat  Management 

Goal:  Perpetuate  a diversity  and  abundance  of 
waterfowl  populations  in  the  Central  Flyway  by 
protecting  and  enhancing  wetlands  while  providing 
for  increased  grazing  and  mineral  development  and 
production. 


Maintain  the  status  of  existing  wetland  habitat  in 
suitable  areas  within  the  floodplain  of  the  Pecos 
River.  Suitability  criteria  include  but  are  not  limited 
to: 

- Areas  with  the  potential  of  supporting  cottonwood 
tree  groves; 


- Areas  that  have  or  would  receive  vegetation 
manipulation  projects  (salt  cedar  control,  prescribed 
fire,  riparian  pasture  development). 

No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  a 
reasonable  distance  but  no  greater  than  200  feet  of 
active  heronries. 
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Agricultural  practices  and  moist  soil  management 
techniques  would  be  used  to  enhance  yearlong 
food  supplies  for  wildlife  on  the  lands  acquired 
along  the  Rio  Bonito.  These  practices  may  include 
but  are  not  limited  to: 

• Share  cropping  of  valuable  foods  (alfalfa, 
winter  wheat,  barley,  pasture  grasses)  with 
a portion  left  as  a standing  crop  for  wildlife; 

• Seasonal  flood  irrigation; 

• Construction  of  irrigation  ponds  and  wells; 

• Construction  of  boundary  and  pasture 
fences; 

Livestock  grazing  on  the  acquired  Rio  Bonito  lands 
would  be  considered  during  the  development  of  a 
management  plan  for  the  area,  to  determine  if 
grazing  should  occur  and  under  what  conditions  it 
would  be  allowed.  Grazing  preference  would  not 
be  established  and  grazing  would  be  used  as  a 
tool  to  accomplish  the  objectives  of  the 
management  plan. 

Raptor  Habitat  Management 

Goal:  Provide  suitable  raptor  habitat  conditions  on 
public  lands  through  the  conservation  and 
management  of  essential  habitat  components, 
including  habitat  for  prey  species  while  allowing  for 
mineral  development  and  production  that  would  not 
degrade  habitat  components. 

Nesting,  migration,  and  wintering  areas  for  raptors 
would  be  protected  or  enhanced  on  about  926,000 
acres  of  public  lands  in  the  Macho,  Caprock,  Fort 
Stanton  and  Overflow  Wetland  wildlife  habitat 
areas,  and  along  the  Pecos  River. 

Management  emphasis  for  protection  and 
enhancement  of  habitat  would  be  focused  on 
designated  Key  Raptor  Areas  and  those  identified 
in  the  future.  Management  practices  could  include 
developing  protective  exclosures  around  tree 
groves  and  sinkholes,  and  constructing  raptor 
nesting  platforms. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Agricultural  practices  and  moist  soil  management 
techniques  would  be  used  to  enhance  year  long 
food  supplies  for  wildlife  on  the  lands  acquired 
along  the  Rio  Bonito.  These  practices  may  include 
but  are  not  limited  to; 

- Share  cropping  of  valuable  foods  (alfalfa,  winter 
wheat,  barley,  pasture  grasses)  with  a portion  left 
as  a standing  crop  for  wildlife; 

- Seasonal  flood  irrigation; 

- Construction  of  irrigation  ponds  and  wells; 

- Construction  of  boundary  and  pasture  fences; 


Grazing  preference  would  not  be  established  and 
grazing  would  be  used  as  a tool  to  accomplish  the 
objectives  of  the  management  plan. 

Raptor  Habitat  Management 

Goal:  Provide  suitable  raptor  habitat  conditions  on 
public  lands  through  the  conservation  and 
management  of  essential  habitat  components  while 
providing  for  increased  grazing  and  mineral 
development  and  production. 

Nesting,  migration,  and  wintering  areas  for  raptors 
would  be  managed  on  about  926,000  acres  of 
public  lands. 


Management  emphasis  for  habitat  would  be 
focused  on  designated  Key  Raptor  Areas. 
Management  practices  could  include  developing 
protective  enclosures  around  tree  groves  and 
sinkholes,  and  constructing  raptor  nesting 
platforms. 
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No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  up 
to  200  meters  of  active  raptor  nests  on  special, 
natural  habitat  features,  such  as  trees,  large  brush, 
cliff  faces  and  escarpments.  Refer  to  Appendix  3 
for  more  discussion  of  this  topic. 

Fisheries  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 

Goal:  Protect  and  enhance  aquatic  habitat  and 
associated  natural  diversity  and  distribution 
patterns  of  native  nongame  and  sport  fish, 
invertebrates,  and  aquatic  mammals,  while  allowing 
for  mineral  development  and  production  that  would 
not  degrade  aquatic  habitat. 

Construction  of  streambank  stabilization  structures, 
native  riparian  plantings,  riparian  pastures,  salt 
cedar  control,  and  spring  and  drainage  protection 
would  be  allowed  for  the  Rio  Bonito,  Salado  Creek 
and  the  Pecos  River.  Criteria  for  consideration 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  areas  that: 


• Exhibit  streambank  sloughing: 

• Lack  riparian  vegetation  or  regeneration; 

• Exhibit  invasion  of  exotic  or  undesirable 
plant  species; 

• Exhibit  erosion  of  side  drainages; 

• Lack  riparian  pastures  to  control  livestock 
use. 

Monitor  lotic  and  lentic  systems  for: 

• Compliance  with  established  water  quality 
standards; 

• Fish  and  macroinvertebrate  productivity 
and  composition; 

• Stream  channel  substrate  condition  as  it 
relates  to  watershed  condition; 

• Use  of  water  rights,  where  established. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


Fisheries  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 

Goal:  Manage  aquatic  habitat  and  associated 

natural  diversity  and  distribution  patterns  of  native 
nongame  and  sport  fish,  invertebrates,  and  aquatic 
mammals,  while  providing  for  increased  grazing 
and  mineral  development  and  production. 

Construction  of  stream  bank  stabilization 
structures,  native  riparian  plantings,  riparian 
pastures,  salt  cedar  control,  and  spring  and 
drainage  protection  would  be  allowed  for  the  Rio 
Bonito  and  Salado  Creek.  Criteria  for 
consideration  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  areas 
that: 

-Exhibit  streambank  sloughing; 

- Lack  riparian  vegetation  or  regeneration; 

- Exhibit  invasion  of  exotic  or  undesirable  plant 
species: 

- Exhibit  erosion  of  side  drainages; 


Monitor  lotic  and  lentic  systems  for: 

- Compliance  with  established  water  quality 
standards: 

- Fish  and  macroinvertebrate  productivity  and 
composition; 

- Stream  channel  substrate  condition  as  it  relates 
to  watershed  condition; 

- Use  of  water  rights,  where  established. 
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Native  fish  and  sport  fish  introductions  or 
transplants  would  be  undertaken  in  suitable  waters 
located  on  public  land,  in  coordination  with  the  New 
Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish.  Proposed 
introductions  include  but  would  not  be  limited  to; 

•Rainbow,  cutthroat,  brown,  and  brook 
trout  in  the  Rio  Bonito; 

•Bass  and  bluegill  in  irrigation  ponds.t 

Criteria  for  suitable  waters  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to: 

• Availability  of  perennial  water; 

• Presence  of  existing  populations  indicative 
of  suitable  habitat  conditions  that  may 
need  supplementing  due  to  fishing 
pressure; 

• No  or  low  populations  in  stream  segments 
with  suitable  habitat  conditions  (water  flow, 
temperature,  stream  shading,  pools  & 
riffles,  stable  streambanks,  water  quality, 
substrate  condition,  invertebrates); 

• Channel  dimension  and  capacity. 

Riparian/Wetland  and  Playa  Lake  Management 

Goal:  Restore  and  maintain  riparian/wetland  areas 
to  achieve  proper  functioning  condition.  Allow  for 
mineral  development  and  production  that  would  not 
degrade  or  impair  the  proper  functioning  condition 
of  riparian  habitat.  Achieve  an  advanced 
ecological  status,  except  where  resource 
management  objectives  would  require  an  earlier 
successional  stage. 

Lands  within  200  meters  of  the  source  of  springs 
and  seeps,  and  within  downstream  riparian  areas 
created  by  flows  from  the  source,  or  through 
riparian  area  management,  would  be  considered 
for  withdrawal  from  all  forms  of  entry  under  the 
public  land  laws,  including  the  general  mining  laws. 
Areas  to  be  withdrawn  would  be  prioritized 
according  to  one  or  more  of  the  following  criteria; 

• Presence  of  threatened  or  endangered 
species  that  rely  on  the  source; 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Native  fish  and  sport  fish  introductions  or 
transplants  would  be  undertaken  in  suitable  waters 
located  on  public  land,  in  coordination  with  the  New 
Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish.  Proposed 
introductions  include  but  would  not  be  limited  to: 

- Rainbow,  cutthroat,  brown,  and  brook  trout  in  the 
Rio  Bonito; 

- Bass  and  bluegill  in  irrigation  ponds. 

Criteria  for  suitable  waters  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to: 

- Availability  of  perennial  water; 

- Presence  of  existing  populations  indicative  of 
suitable  habitat  conditions  that  may  need 
supplementing  due  to  fishing  pressure; 

- No  or  low  populations  in  stream  segments  with 
suitable  habitat  conditions  (water  flow,  temperature, 
stream  shading,  pools  & riffles,  stable 
streambanks,  water  quality,  substrate  condition, 
invertebrates); 

- Channel  dimension  and  capacity. 
Riparian/Wetland  and  Playa  Lake  Management 

Goal:  Maintain  riparian/wetland  areas  to  achieve 
proper  functioning  condition  while  providing  for 
increased  grazing  and  mineral  development  and 
production. 
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• The  spring  or  seep  is  located  in  a Special 
Recreation  Management  Area; 

• The  spring  or  seep  is  important  for 
maintaining  crucial  or  critical  wildlife 
habitat. 

If  additional  springs  or  seeps  meeting  these  criteria 
are  identified,  they  would  be  prioritized  and 
considered  for  withdrawal,  after  processing  of  the 
initial  list  of  springs  and  seeps  was  completed. 

No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  up 
to  200  meters  of  playas  and  alkali  lakes,  perennial 
streams,  rivers  and  floodplains  and  springs  and 
seeps.  Refer  to  the  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Requirements  in  Appendix  3 for  more  discussion 
on  these  restrictions. 

Springs  and  seeps,  reservoirs,  earthen  tanks  and 
playa  lakes  would  be  enhanced  by  constructing 
protective  exclosures,  planting  native  vegetation, 
establishing  vegetation  for  wildlife  cover,  controlling 
undesirable  vegetation,  constructing  supplemental 
water  pipelines  to  specific  sites,  and  providing  off- 
site livestock  water. 

If  opportunities  arise,  acquisition  would  be 
considered  for  590  acres  of  state  land  and  1,051 
acres  of  private  land  within  or  adjacent  to  playa 
lakes,  and  for  1 ,440  acres  of  state  land  and  2,955 
acres  of  private  land  along  the  Pecos  River.  Any 
acquisitions  in  these  areas  would  benefit  riparian, 
wetland  and  playa  lake  management  efforts. 

FIRE  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  Limit  damage  to  natural  resources  and  to  life 
and  property  caused  by  wildfire.  Wherever 
possible,  restore  fire  to  its  natural  role  in  the 
ecosystem  through  the  use  of  prescribed  fire.  Use 
prescribed  fire  as  a tool  for  land  treatment  to 
replace  or  augment  the  use  of  chemical  and 
mechanical  treatments. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


Springs  and  seeps,  reservoirs,  earthen  tanks  and 
playa  lakes  would  be  enhanced  by  constructing 
protective  enclosures,  planting  native  vegetation, 
establishing  vegetation  for  wildlife  cover,  controlling 
undesirable  vegetation,  constructing  supplemental 
water  pipelines  to  specific  sites,  and  providing  off- 
site livestock  water. 


FIRE  MANAGEMENT 

Goal:  Limit  damage  to  natural  resources  and  to  life 
and  property  caused  by  wildfire.  Use  prescribed  fire 
as  a tool  for  land  treatment  to  augment  timber  and 
fuelwood  gathering  and  the  use  of  chemical  and 
mechanical  treatments. 
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Prescribed  Fire 

Prescribed  fires  ignited  by  the  BLM,  including  the 
re-treatment  of  acreage  previously  burned,  would 
be  conducted.  For  each  prescribed  burn  the 
acreage  to  be  burned  and  the  objective  of  the  fire 
would  accomplish  specific  land  management 
objectives  identified  in  activity  plans  by  specialists 
in  one  or  more  of  the  Resource  Area’s 
management  programs.  Prescribed  fires  generally 
are  tied  to  vegetation  management  objectives 
based  on  vegetation  types,  which  are:  salt  cedar; 
upland  grasslands;  pinon/juniper  invasion  areas; 
and  areas  of  sacaton.  Prescribed  fire  would  be 
used,  when  possible,  to  treat  vegetation  as  part  of 
the  process  of  attaining  the  identified  desired  plant 
community  for  a given  area. 

Prescribed  natural  fire  would  be  employed  to 
accomplish  land  management  objectives  when  the 
following  criteria  are  met: 

• fire  planning  for  the  use  of  prescribed  fire 
has  been  completed,  including  establishing 
burning  prescriptions  and  boundaries  of 
areas  to  be  burned 

• ignitions  occur  in  the  period  February 
through  May 

• funding  already  has  been  programmed  for 
planned  prescribed  fires  and  adequate 
personnel  and  equipment  are  available  to 
achieve  defined  objectives 

• ignitions  occur  in  salt  cedar  along  the 
Pecos  River  or  other  drainages;  in  juniper 
at  Fort  Stanton  east  of  State  Highway  214; 
in  areas  of  sacaton;  and  in  upland 
grassland  communities. 

Protection  from  Wildfire 

Resource  advisors  would  be  on  hand  to  provide 
advice  on  tactics  employed  during  suppression 
under  either  the  conditional  or  full  fire  suppression 
response  levels. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Prescribed  fire: 

Prescribed  fires  ignited  by  the  BLM,  including  the 
re-treatment  of  acreage  previously  burned,  would 
be  conducted  on  a limited  and  carefully  controlled 
basis.  For  each  prescribed  burn  the  acreage  to  be 
burned  and  the  objective  of  the  fire  would 
accomplish  specific  land  management  objectives 
identified  in  activity  plans  by  specialists  in  one  or 
more  of  the  Resource  Area’s  management 
programs.  Prescribed  fires  generally  are  tied  to 
vegetation  management  objectives  based  on 
vegetation  types,  which  are:  salt  cedar;  upland 
grasslands;  pinon/juniper  invasion  areas;  and  areas 
of  sacaton.  Prescribed  fire  would  be  used,  when 
possible,  to  treat  vegetation  as  part  of  the  process 
for  a given  area. 

Prescribed  natural  fire  would  be  employed  to 
accomplish  land  management  objectives  when  the 
following  criteria  are  met: 

- fire  planning  for  the  use  of  prescribed  fire  has 
been  completed,  including  establishing  burning 
prescriptions  and  boundaries  of  areas  to  be  burned 


- ignitions  occur  in  the  period  February  through 
May 

- funding  already  has  been  programmed  for 
planned  prescribed  fires  and  adequate  personnel 
and  equipment  are  available  to  achieve  defined 
objectives 

- ignitions  occur  in  salt  cedar  along  the  Pecos 
River  or  other  drainages;  in  juniper  at  Fort  Stanton 
east  of  State  Highway  214;  in  areas  of  sacaton; 
and  in  upland  grassland  communities. 

Protection  from  wildfire 

Resource  advisors  would  be  on  hand  to  provide 
advice  on  tactics  employed  during  suppression 
under  either  the  conditional  or  full  fire  suppression 
response  levels. 
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Archeological  site  data  on  base  maps  and  in  site 
records  would  be  reviewed  to  determine  the 
location  and  significance  of  cultural  resources 
before  using  heavy  equipment  to  construct  fire  line, 
except  where  personal  safety  or  property  are 
threatened,  or  when  resource  values  outweigh 
cultural  values.  Wherever  possible,  an  archeologist 
would  monitor  the  use  of  heavy  equipment  to 
ensure  that  cultural  resources  would  be  avoided. 
The  protection  of  wetlands  and  surrounding  habitat 
for  waterfowl  and  T&E  fish  in  the  Overflow 
Wetlands  would  be  accomplished  without  the  use 
of  bulldozers  and  other  heavy  equipment,  or 
chemical  fire  retardant. 

The  conditional  fire  suppression  response  level 
would  be  applied  resource  area-wide,  with  the 
following  exceptions,  where  full  suppression  would 
be  used. 

• Protection  of  life  or  property,  in  any 
situation. 

• Pecos  River:  Protect  important  vegetation, 
such  as  cottonwoods  and  willows,  in 
riparian/wetland  habitat  within  the  100-year 
floodplain.  Limited  use  of  machines,  such 
as  bulldozers,  may  be  required,  based  on 
the  advice  of  a resource  advisor.  For  fires 
in  salt  cedar,  resources  such  as  bulldozers 
or  chemical  fire  retardant  could  be 
employed  to  limit  the  spread  of  fire  to  the 
smallest  possible  area. 

• Caprock  WHA:  For  wildfires  occurring  in 
treated  pastures  in  the  months  of  April 
through  January,  full  suppression  would  be 
employed  to  protect  wildlife  habitat.  In 
February  and  March,  and  depending  on 
the  location  of  the  fire  relative  to  previous 
vegetation  treatments,  suppression 
activities  may  occur  at  the  conditional  level 
and  may  be  limited  to  monitoring  the 
wildfire. 

• Fort  Stanton:  Protection  of  the  Kuenzier 
hedgehog  cactus,  the  entrance  of  Fort 
Stanton  Cave,  the  Rio  Bonito 
Campground,  and  screening  trees  around 
the  campground  would  be  accomplished 
with  full  suppression,  except  that  heavy 
equipment  would  not  be  used  to  construct 
fire  line. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Archeological  site  data  on  base  maps  and  in  site 
records  would  be  reviewed  to  determine  the 
location  and  significance  of  cultural  resources 
before  using  heavy  equipment  to  construct  fire  line, 
except  where  personal  safety  or  property  are 
threatened,  or  when  value  of  resources  outweigh 
cultural  values.  Wherever  possible,  an  archeologist 
would  monitor  the  use  of  heavy  equipment  to 
ensure  that  cultural  resources  would  be  avoided. 


The  conditional  fire  suppression  response  level 
would  be  applied  resource  area-wide,  with  the 
following  exceptions,  where  full  suppression  would 
be  used. 

- Protection  of  life  or  property,  in  any  situation. 


- Pecos  River:  Protect  important  vegetation,  such 
as  cottonwoods  and  willows,  in  riparian/wetland 
habitat  within  the  100-year  floodplain.  Use  of 
machines,  such  as  bulldozers,  may  be  required, 
based  on  the  advice  of  a resource  advisor.  For 
fires  in  salt  cedar,  resources  such  as  bulldozers  or 
chemical  fire  retardant  could  be  employed  to  limit 
the  spread  of  fire  to  the  smallest  possible  area. 


- Fort  Stanton:  Protection  of  the  Kuenzier 

hedgehog  cactus,  the  entrance  of  Fort  Stanton 
Cave,  the  Rio  Bonito  Campground,  and  screening 
trees  around  the  campground  would  be 
accomplished  with  full  suppression,  except  that 
heavy  equipment  would  not  be  used  to  construct 
fire  line. 
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Playas  larger  than  20  acres,  springs  and 
seeps,  other  riparian  areas:  Fire 

suppression  would  include  protection  of 
these  areas  from  surface  disturbance  and 
the  effects  of  chemical  fire  retardant,  by 
prohibiting  the  use  of  engines,  heavy 
equipment  and  retardant  drops  in  riparian 
areas. 

Caves  and  karst  areas;  Fire  suppression 
in  cave  and  karst  areas  would  include 
protection  of  caves,  cave  resources  and 
karst  features  from  surface  disturbance  by 
prohibiting  the  use  of  bulldozers  and  other 
heavy  equipment  to  construct  fire  line 
within  200  meters  of  known  cave 
entrances,  passages  or  aspects  of 
significant  caves,  or  significant  karst 
features. 

Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area: 
Protection  of  the  recreation  area  would  be 
accomplished  without  the  use  of  heavy 
equipment  to  construct  fire  line. 


• Border  Hills  Structural  Zone  National 
Natural  Landmark;  The  use  of  heavy 
equipment  to  construct  fire  line  within  this 
area  would  be  prohibited. 

• Steep  slopes:  Fire  line  would  not  be 

constructed  with  bulldozers  or  other  heavy 
equipment  on  slopes  greater  than  20 
percent,  or  greater  than  10  percent  on 
fragile  soils,  except  to  protect  life  or 
property. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


- Caves  and  karst  areas:  Fire  suppression  in  cave 
and  karst  areas  would  include  protection  of  caves, 
cave  resources  from  surface  disturbance  by 
prohibiting,  except  where  personal  safety  or 
property  are  threatened,  the  use  of  bulldozers  and 
other  heavy  equipment  to  construct  fire  line  within 
a reasonable  distance  but  no  greater  than  200  feet 
of  known  cave  entrances  or  passages  of  significant 
caves. 

- Valley  of  Fires  Recreation  Area:  Protection  of  the 
recreation  area  would  be  accomplished  without  the 
use  of  heavy  equipment  to  construct  fire  line 
except  where  personal  safety  or  property  are 
threatened. 

- Border  Hills  Structural  Zone  National  Natural 

Landmark:  The  use  of  heavy  equipment  to 

construct  fire  line  within  this  area  would  be 
prohibited  except  where  personal  safety  or  property 
are  threatened. 

- Steep  slopes:  Fire  line  would  not  be  constructed 
with  bulldozers  or  other  heavy  equipment  on  slopes 
greater  than  20  percent,  or  greater  than  10  percent 
on  fragile  soils,  except  to  protect  life  or  property. 
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AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN 

The  boundaries  of  the  ACECs  described  below 
have  been  established  based  on  the  presence 
of  resources  and  opportunities  for  efficient 
management,  irrespective  of  land  ownership. 
The  inclusion  of  other  ownerships  in  ACECs  is 
for  purposes  of  disclosure  and  does  not  mean 
those  lands  would  be  designated  as  part  of  an 
ACEC,  or  that  the  management  proposed  in  this 
alternative  would  be  applied  to  those  lands. 
The  acquisition  of  non-federal  lands  within 
ACECs  is  included  in  the  management 
proposed  in  this  alternative.  If  non-federal 

lands  are  acquired,  those  lands  could  then 
become  part  of  a designated  ACEC  and  be 
managed  according  to  the  management 
proposed  in  this  alternative,  without  additional 
land  use  planning. 

See  Map  15  for  the  locations  of  the  proposed 
ACECs.  Refer  to  Appendix  13  for  discussions  of 
relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  Areas  of 
Environmental  Concern.  Refer  to  Appendix  14  for 
maps  that  display  the  differences  among  the 
alternatives. 

Overflow  Wetlands  ACEC 

The  Overflow  Wetlands  ACEC  comprises  6,814 
surface  acres  and  3, OCX)  acres  of  federal  mineral 
estate.  The  surface  acreage  consists  of  the 
following  categories  and  acreages: 

Public  land,  2,987  acres 
State  land,  1 ,720  acres 
Private  land,  2,107  acres 

Management  Goal: 

Protect  the  biological  and  scenic  values  of  the 
Overflow  Wetlands  WHA,  which  provides  critical 
habitat  for  T/E  fish  species  and  supports  a 
significant  riparian/wetland  plant  community. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN 

No  new  lands  are  proposed  for  designation  as 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern.  Such 
designation  requires  additional  commitment  of 
personnel  and  resources.  Southeastern  New 
Mexico  has  many  areas  set  aside  for  a variety  of 
purposes.  These  areas  include  Carlsbad  Caverns 
National  Park,  Lincoln  National  Forest,  ACECs 
previously  established,  and  other  designated  areas 
that  have  been  set  aside.  These  areas  are 
sufficient  at  the  present  time  and  further 
establishment  of  ACECs  will  preclude  the  use  of 
such  areas  by  resource  users  that  provide 
economic  stability  to  the  entire  region. 
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Management  Prescriptions: 

About  700  acres  of  wetlands,  170  acres  of  buffer 
around  the  wetlands,  and  170  acres  of  escarpment 
would  be  protected  by  applying  "no  surface 
occupancy"  restrictions  to  future  oil  and  gas  leases. 

The  remainder  of  public  lands  in  the  ACEC  would 
be  open  to  future  leasing  with  subject  to  the 
Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements 
described  in  Appendix  3. 

About  700  acres  of  wetlands,  170  acres  of  buffer 
around  the  wetlands,  and  170  acres  of  escarpment 
would  be  closed  to  the  disposal  of  salable  minerals 
and  to  the  leasing  of  solid  minerals,  and  would  be 
withdrawn  from  entry  under  the  land  laws  (including 
the  1872  Mining  Law).  These  actions  would 
reduce  disturbance  of  the  wetlands  and 
surrounding  habitat  for  wildlife  species  dependent 
on  the  area  either  seasonally  (wintering  waterfowl) 
or  yearlong  (T/E  fish). 

Major  rights-of-way  would  be  excluded  on  about 
3,000  acres  of  public  land  with  the  Overflow 
Wetlands  WHA  to  benefit  wildlife  species 
dependent  on  the  area  either  seasonally  (wintering 
waterfowl)  or  yearlong  (T/E  fish). 

Legal  access  (easements)  to  the  Overflow 
Wetlands  would  be  acquired  to  resolve  conflicts 
and  enhance  management  in  situations  where 
existing  roads  that  originate  from  county  or  state 
roads  are  interrupted  by  private  or  state  land 
inholdings. 

The  need  for  acquiring  easements  would  be 
evaluated  on  a case-by  case  basis  as  land 
acquisitions  may  eliminate  the  need  for  some 
easements. 

About  1 ,700  acres  of  state  land  and  2,100  acres  of 
private  land  with  riparian/wetland  values  would  be 
acquired  if  opportunities  arise.  Any  lands  acquired 
would  be  managed  according  to  the  prescriptions 
of  this  alternative. 


2-73 


ALTERNATIVES  COMPARISON 


ALTERNATIVE  E ALTERNATIVE  F 

Public  grazing  leases  or  permits  affecting  about 
3,000  acres  of  public  land  currently  in  Allotments 
65060,  65062,  and  65069  would  be  adjusted  to 
improve  habitat  for  wintering  waterfowl  habitat. 

Adjustments  may  include  changes  in  stocking  rate 
and  seasons  of  use,  such  as  reducing  year-long 
grazing  to  grazing  between  March  1 and  June  30. 

The  grazing  lease  on  Allotment  65041  would  be 
cancelled. 

Salt  cedar  treatments  would  be  conducted  on 
public  land  in  selected  riparian-wetland  areas  using 
prescribed  fire,  or  mechanical  or  chemical  controls. 

The  Overflow  Wetlands  ACEC  would  be  developed 
to  showcase  one  of  New  Mexico’s  prime  wetland 
areas.  Developments  may  include  nature  trails 
with  wooden  walkways  and  observation  overlooks, 
restroom  facilities,  picnic  tables,  trash  containers, 
parking  areas,  bulletin  boards,  and  upgrading 
existing  access  roads. 

About  700  acres  of  wetlands,  170  acres  of  buffer 
around  the  wetlands,  and  170  acres  of  escarpment 
would  be  designated  closed  to  OHV  use.  The  use 
of  OHVs  on  about  2,100  acres  would  be  limited  to 
designated  roads  and  trails. 

The  BLM  would  recommend  to  the  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish  that  the  wetlands  be 
designated  as  a "No  Minnow  Seining  Area"  to 
prevent  the  taking  of  the  Pecos  pupfish. 

Public  fishing  opportunities  would  be  considered  for 
development  along  the  Pecos  River  on  public  lands 
in  the  areas  listed  below.  Development  may 
include  physical  access  to  fishing  sites,  parking 
areas,  and  fence  crossings. 

T.  12  S.,  R.  26  E., 

Section  5;  W1/2W1/2 
Section  17:  W1/2NE1/4,SE1/4 
Section  20:  NE1/4NE1/4NE1/4 

Riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  would  be  protected 
by  acquiring  water  rights,  entering  into  cooperative 
agreements  for  management  of  those  habitats,  or 
other  methods. 
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As  many  as  300  acres  of  additional 

riparian/wetland  habitat  would  be  developed. 

Development  may  include  constructing  low  berms 
and  dikes,  seeding  or  planting  native  riparian 
vegetation,  and  modifying  existing  channels. 

Suitability  criteria  for  developmentinclude,  but  are 
not  limited  to; 

• Areas  with  seasonal  surface  waters 
indicative  of  a high  water  table  or 
subsurface  clay  layer 

• Areas  with  the  potential  of  supporting 
cottonwood  tree  groves 

• Areas  that  have  been  or  would  be  subject 
to  vegetation  manipulation  (salt  cedar 
control,  prescribed  fire,  riparian  pasture 
development) 

Chemical  fire  retardant  and  heavy  equipment  such 
as  bulldozers  and  road  graders  would  not  be  used 
for  wildfire  suppression. 

North  Pecos  River  ACEC 

The  North  Pecos  River  ACEC  comprises  6,400 
surface  acres  and  4,200  acres  of  federal  mineral 
estate.  The  surface  acreage  consists  of  the 
following  categories  and  acreages; 

Public  land,  3,360  acres 
State  land,  1,160  acres 
Private  land,  1,880  acres 

Management  Goal; 

Protect  the  biological  and  scenic  qualities  of  the 
Pecos  River  ACEC,  which  provides  critical  habitat 
for  T/E  fish  species  and  supports  a significant 
riparian  plant  community. 

Management  Prescriptions; 

About  2,080  acres  of  federal  minerals  would  be 
closed  to  future  oil  and  gas  leasing.  About  2,120 
acres  of  federal  minerals  would  be  open  to  future 
leasing  with  No  Surface  Occupancy. 
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About  4,200  acres  of  federal  minerals  would  be 
closed  to  the  disposal  of  salable  minerals  and  the 
leasing  of  solid  minerals,  and  be  withdrawn  from 
entry  under  the  land  laws  (including  the  1872 
Mining  Law),  to  eliminate  surface  disturbance  along 
the  Pecos  River  and  in  surrounding  wildlife  habitat. 

Public  lands  in  the  ACEC  would  be  designated 
right-of-way  avoidance  areas  for  major  rights-of- 
way. 

Legal  access  (easements)  to  the  Pecos  River 
ACEC  would  be  acquired  to  resolve  conflicts  and 
enhance  management  in  situations  where  existing 
roads  that  originate  from  county  or  state  roads  are 
interrupted  by  private  or  state  land  inholdings.  The 
need  for  acquiring  easements  would  be  evaluated 
on  a case-by-case  basis  as  land  acquisitions  may 
eliminate  the  need  for  some  easements. 

About  1 ,160  acres  of  state  land  and  1 ,880  acres  of 
private  land  with  riparian/wetland  values  would  be 
acquired  if  opportunities  arise.  Acquisition  of 
riparian/wetland  habitat  would  be  based  on  the 
consideration  of  the  criteria  in  Appendix  8. 

Public  grazing  leases  or  permits  affecting  about 
3,360  acres  of  public  land  would  be  adjusted  to 
improve  riparian  habitat.  Adjustments  may  include 
changes  in  seasons  of  use  and  stocking  rates. 

Grazing  practices  would  be  modified  on  lands 
within  the  ACEC  that  are  currently  in  Allotments 
64038,  64039,  64538,  and  65001. 

Salt  cedar  control  would  be  conducted  on  about 
600  acres  of  public  land  in  selected  riparian- 
wetland  areas,  using  prescribed  fire,  or  mechanical 
or  chemical  controls. 

The  use  of  OHVs  would  be  limited  to  designated 
roads  and  trails  on  about  3,360  acres. 

The  BLM  would  recommend  to  the  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish  the  designation  of 
the  wetlands  as  a "No  Minnow  Seining  Area,"  to 
prevent  the  taking  of  the  Pecos  bluntnose  shiner. 
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Mescalero  Sands  ACEC 

The  Mescalero  Sands  ACEC  comprises  10,007 
surface  acres  and  7,931  acres  of  federal  mineral 
estate.  The  surface  acreage  consists  of  the 
following  categories  and  acreages: 

Public  land,  7,888  acres 
State  land,  1 ,799  acres 
Private  land,  320  acres 

Management  Goal: 

Protect  the  biological,  archaeological  and  scenic 
qualities  of  the  Mescalero  Sands  ACEC,  with 
emphasis  on  the  preservation  of  a portion  of  the 
shinnery  oak-dune  community  to  enhance  the 
biodiversity  of  the  ecosystem. 

Management  Prescriptions: 

The  entire  federal  mineral  estate  in  the  ACEC 
would  be  closed  to  future  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

The  entire  federal  mineral  estate  in  the  ACEC 
would  be  proposed  for  withdrawal  from  entry  under 
the  public  land  laws,  including  the  1872  Mining 
Law.  The  ACEC  would  also  be  closed  to  solid 
mineral  leasing  and  the  disposal  of  salable 
minerals. 

Major  rights-of-way  would  be  excluded  from  the 
ACEC  to  protect  active  dunes  and  surrounding 
habitat. 

Legal  access  to  the  ACEC,  especially  from  the  east 
and  across  state  lands  would  be  acquired,  as 
needed,  to  resolve  conflicts  and  enhance 
management.  Easement  acquisitions  would  be 
evaluated  on  a case-by-case  basis  since  the 
potential  acquisition  of  land  may  eliminate  the  need 
for  easements. 

As  many  as  1 ,800  acres  of  state  and  320  acres  of 
private  lands  in  the  ACEC  would  be  considered  for 
acquisition  if  opportunities  arise.  Any  land  acquired 
would  be  managed  according  to  the  management 
prescriptions  in  this  alternative. 
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The  present  1,838-acre  grazing  exclusion  area 
would  be  enlarged  by  about  640  acres  by 
realigning  existing  fences,  to  facilitate  maintenance 
and  to  improve  management  of  the  area.  On  parts 
of  the  ACEC  where  livestock  grazing  would 
continue,  no  increase  in  grazing  preference  on 
public  lands  would  be  permitted.  No  additional 
range  improvements  or  vegetation  treatments 
geared  toward  livestock  production  would  be 
permitted  in  the  ACEC.  Projects  designed  for 
resource  enhancement  or  protection  would  be 
considered. 

The  existing  National  Natural  Landmark 
designation  on  3,208  acres  of  federal,  state  and 
private  land  and  the  existing  Outstanding  Natural 

Area  designation  on  6,173  acres  of  federal  land 
would  be  retained.  Each  of  these  areas  is  totally 
encompassed  by  the  ACEC. 

The  2,478-acre  grazing  exclusion  area  would  be 
designated  closed  to  the  use  of  OHVs.  In  the 
remainder  of  the  ACEC,  OHV  use  would  be  limited 
to  designated  roads  and  trails. 

Fort  Stanton  ACEC 

The  Fort  Stanton  ACEC  comprises  24,630  surface 
acres  and  27,622  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate. 

The  state-owned  hospital  and  prison  and  the  Sierra 
Blanca  Airport  within  the  boundary  of  the  ACEC 
are  not  included  in  the  acreage  of  the  ACEC. 

Management  Goal: 


Protect  the  biological,  archaeological  and  scenic 
qualities  of  Fort  Stanton,  while  providing  for  quality 
recreation  opportunity. 

Management  Prescriptions: 

All  public  lands  in  Fort  Stanton  would  be  open  to 
saleable  mineral  disposal,  except  for  approximately 
330  acres  in  the  Feather  Cave  Archeological 
Complex.  All  public  lands  in  Fort  Stanton  would 
remain  withdrawn  from  the  general  mining  laws, 
and  closed  to  the  disposal  of  leasable  minerals  and 
to  the  leasing  of  oil  and  gas. 
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Major  rights-of-way  would  be  excluded  on  about 
24,630  acres  of  public  land  to  protect  important 
plant  and  animal  habitat,  significant  riparian, 
wetland  and  aquatic  habitats,  and  visual  quality. 

As  many  as  1 ,480  acres  of  private  and  state  lands 
adjacent  to  Fort  Stanton  would  be  acquired  if 
opportunities  arise.  Any  acquired  lands  would  be 
managed  according  to  the  prescriptions  of  this 
alternative. 

A BLM  administrative  site  would  not  be  developed 
at  Fort  Stanton  unless  the  BLM  acquires  the 
existing  facilities  previously  used  by  New  Mexico 
State  University. 

Livestock  grazing  would  be  considered  to  the 
extent  it  would  be  used  as  a tool  to  accomplish 
management  plan  objectives.  Livestock  grazing 
would  be  excluded  from  the  Feather  Cave 
Archeological  Complex.  No  grazing  preference 
would  be  established. 

Salt  cedar  treatments  would  be  conducted  on  as 
many  as  300  acres  of  selected  riparian/wetland 
habitat  along  the  Rio  Bonito  and  Salado  Creek 
using  prescribed  fire,  mechanical  control  (chain 
saws),  or  chemicals. 

Prescribed  burns  would  be  conducted  in  selected 
pinon-juniper,  riparian  and  grassland  community 
types  at  Fort  Stanton  to  improve  wildlife  habitat  and 
reduce  fuels.  Fuelwood  sales  would  be  permitted 
in  selected  areas. 

Two  overlooks  would  be  considered  for 
development  on  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the 
historical  Fort  to  interpret  the  history  of  the  Fort’s 
structures  and  area,  in  conjunction  with  the  Boots 
and  Saddles  initiative. 

Approximately  330  acres  around  the  Lower  Stanton 
Ruin  and  Feather  Cave  would  be  managed  to 
preserve,  protect  and  interpret  unique  archeological 
values,  artifacts  and  architectural  features.  The 
area  would  be  called  the  Feather  Cave 
Archeological  Complex.  In  addition  to  the 
management  prescribed  for  the  Fort  Stanton  ACEC 
that  would  also  apply  fo  the  Archeological 
Complex,  the  following  specific  management 
actions  would  be  applied,  as  well: 
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• recreation  development  would  be  considered, 
such  as  trails  to  Lower  Stanton  ruin  and  Indian 
Shelter  Cave,  signs,  an  interpretive  shelter,  rest 
rooms,  and  a parking  area; 

• off-site  and  on-site  interpretation  would  be 
considered,  including  site  stabilization  for 
interpretive  enhancement,  exhibits,  and  signing 
and  brochures. 

Fort  Stanton  would  be  designated  a Special 
Recreation  Management  Area  with  emphasis  on 
providing  quality  recreational  opportunities 
subordinate  to  the  management  of  riparian  and 
wildlife  resources. 

Recreation  facilities  such  as  toilets,  tables,  and  fire 
rings  at  the  Rio  Bonito  and  Fort  Stanton  Cave 
campgrounds  would  continue  to  be  maintained  and 
upgraded. 

In  addition  to  the  40  miles  of  multi-use  trails 
already  in  use,  about  45  miles  of  existing  roads  or 
trails  and  about  20  miles  of  new  trails  would  be 
developed  and  maintained  as  multi-use  trails  for 
hiking,  horseback  riding  and  mountain  bikes. 

These  trails,  comprising  about  51  acres,  would  be 
closed  to  the  use  of  OHVs. 

Camping  at  Fort  Stanton  would  be  managed  by: 

• Limiting  vehicle  camping  (driving  motorized 
vehicles  to  a campsite)  to  the  Rio  Bonito  and 
Fort  Stanton  Cave  campgrounds  and  any  other 
designated  campsites.  But,  in  no  case  would 
camping  be  allowed  within  100  feet  of  the  Rio 
Bonito  and  Salado  Creek.  About  250  acres 
would  be  closed  to  the  use  of  OHVs  in  these 
areas. 

• Permitting  back  country  camping  throughout 
Fort  Stanton,  except  within  100  feet  of  the  Rio 
Bonito  and  Salado  Creek  and  no  closer  than 
300  feet  from  wildlife  and  livestock  waters, 
seeps  or  springs. 

• Limiting  all  camping  to  no  closer  than  one- 
quarter  mile  from  waysides,  overlooks, 
interpretive  trails  or  state  highways,  except  at 
developed  campgrounds  and  designated 
campsites. 
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Approximately  24.000  acres  would  be  designated 
as  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails  for  OHV 
use,  to  protect  soils,  cultural  resources,  and 
vegetation,  including  threatened  or  endangered 
species. 

A wayside  stop  would  be  considered  for 
development  along  U.S.  Highway  380  to  interpret 
the  historical,  archaeological,  and  recreational 
opportunities  of  the  area. 

The  use  of  OHVs  would  be  limited  to  designated 
roads  and  trails,  with  the  following  exceptions: 

• A 100-foot  wide  corridor  measured  from  the 
edge  of  the  creek  along  each  side  of  the  Rio 
Bonito  and  Salado  Creek  would  be  closed  to 
OHV  use  to  protect  sensitive  riparian  resources, 
except  for  the  use  of  designated  roads  within 
the  corridor. 

• All  multi-use  trails  {horse,  hiking  and  mountain 
biking)  would  be  closed  to  OHV  use.  Mountain 
bike  trails  that  are  located  on  existing  roads 
would  be  open  for  OHV  use. 

• The  Feather  Cave  Archeological  Complex 
would  be  closed  to  OHV  use,  except  for  U.S. 

Highway  380  and  the  Fort  Stanton  Cave  Road. 

Streambank  stabilization  structures,  native  riparian 
plantings,  riparian  pastures,  salt  cedar  control,  and 
spring  and  drainage  protection  measures  could  be 
implemented  on  the  Rio  Bonito  and  Salado  Creek. 

These  practices  would  be  used  in  situations 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  areas  that; 

•Exhibit  streambank  sloughing; 

•Lack  riparian  vegetation  or  regeneration; 

•Exhibit  invasion  of  exotics  or  undesirable  plant 
species; 

•Exhibit  erosion  of  side  drainages; 

•Lack  riparian  pastures  to  control  livestock  use. 
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Riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  would  be  protected  by 
maintaining  minimum  acceptable  instream  flow  for 
Rio  Bonito  Creek  at  Fort  Stanton  by  acquiring 
water  rights,  entering  into  cooperative  management 
agreements,  or  other  methods. 

Big  game  or  upland  game  transplants  and 
reintroductions  would  be  conducted  on  public  lands 
when  cooperatively  prescribed  by  the  BLM  and  the 
NMDGF.  Transplants  and  reintroductions  include, 
but  are  not  limited  to: 

• Pronghorn  antelope  in  pastures  that  meet  the 
suitability  criteria  (see  Appendix  12); 

• Mule  deer  in  areas  of  low  population  density  or 
areas  to  enhance  gene  pools; 

• Wild  turkey; 

• Other  big  game  or  upland  game  species 
recommended  by  the  New  Mexico  Department 
of  Game  and  Fish. 

Native  fish  and  sport  fish  introductions  or 
transplants  would  be  conducted  in  suitable  waters 
on  public  land  in  coordination  with  the  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish.  Proposed 
introductions  could  include  rainbow,  cutthroat, 
brown,  and  brook  trout  in  Rio  Bonito  Creek. 

Criteria  for  introductions  or  transplants  include,  but 
are  not  limited  to: 

• Perennial  water  availability; 

• Existing  populations  indicate  suitable  habitat 
conditions  but  may  need  supplementing  due  to 
fishing  pressure; 

• No  or  low  populations  in  stream  segments  with 
suitable  habitat  conditions  such  as  water  flow, 
temperature,  stream  shading,  pools  & riffles, 
and  stable  streambanks. 

The  full  wildfire  suppression  response  level  would 
be  applied  at  Fort  Stanton  to  protect  Kuenzier 
cactus  habitat,  the  entrance  to  Fort  Stanton  Cave, 
the  Rio  Bonito  Campground  and  screening  trees 
around  the  campground.  Bulldozers  would  not  be 
used  to  construct  fire  line. 
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The  Roswell  Cave  Complex  ACEC  consists  of  nine 
cave  systems.  The  nine  cave  systems  comprising 
the  Roswell  Cave  Complex  are:  Angora-Corn 

Cave;  Bat  Hole  Cave;  Coachwhip  Cave;  Crockett 
Cave;  Crystal  Caverns-Devils  Well  Caves;  Martin- 
Antelope  Gyp  Cave;  Millrace  Cave;  Torgac  Cave; 
and  Zia  Christine  Cave.  The  ACEC  comprises 
16,818  surface  acres.  There  are  14,894  acres  of 
federal  mineral  estate  in  the  ACEC,  including  3,000 
acres  under  private  surface.  The  surface  acreage 
consists  of  the  following  categories  and  acreages: 

Public  land,  11,894  acres 
Private  land,  4,920  acres 

Refer  to  Table  41  for  the  categories  and  acreages 
of  lands  comprising  the  ACEC,  listed  by  cave 
system. 

Management  Goal: 

Protect  the  natural  and  scenic  values  of  caves, 
while  allowing  for  limited  recreational,  commercial, 
scientific  and  educational  use. 

Management  Prescriptions: 

The  federal  mineral  estate  in  the  ACEC,  nearly 
15,000  acres  in  size,  would  be  closed  to  future 
leasing  of  oil  and  gas,  the  disposal  of  saleable 
minerals,  and  the  leasing  of  solid  minerals.  The 
federal  mineral  estate  would  also  be  proposed  for 
withdrawal  from  entry  under  the  general  land  laws, 
including  the  1872  Mining  Law. 

All  lands  in  the  ACEC  would  be  designated 
exclusion  areas  for  major  rights-of-way. 

The  BLM  would  acquire  access  easements  to 
caves  for  which  legal  access  does  not  exist.  The 
need  for  acquiring  easements  would  be  evaluated 
on  a case-by-case  basis  as  land  acquisitions  my 
eliminate  the  need  for  some  easements.  The  cave 
systems  to  which  access  would  be  acquired  are: 

•Crockett  Cave,  1 .25  miles 

•Crystal  Caverns-Devils  Well  caves,  2.2  miles 

•Millrace  Cave,  .33  mile 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
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All  public  land  in  the  ACEC  would  be  retained. 

About  4,920  acres  of  private  land  would  be 
acquired  if  opportunities  arise  to  protect  the  caves 
and  their  hydrologic  processes.  Any  lands 
acquired  would  be  managed  according  to  the 
prescriptions  in  this  alternative. 

Fenced  exclosures  would  be  constructed  around 
cave  entrances  when  necessary  to  control  access 
or  reduce  impacts  to  cave  resources. 

No  livestock  would  be  allowed  within  any  cave 
exclosure.  Grazing  would  be  excluded  on  as  many 
as  1 ,000  surface  acres  in  the  ACEC  following  the 
construction  of  exclosures. 

The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  maintain  the  cave 
systems  in  their  natural  condition.  Management 
would  include  actions  such  as  graffiti  and  trash 
removal,  protection  against  vandalism,  and  limiting 
the  extent  and  location  of  trails,  where  appropriate. 

Research  and  scientific  use  would  have  priority 
over  other  uses.  These  uses  would  be  curtailed  if 
there  is  a conflict  with  the  protection  of  unique  cave 
values. 

Bat  Hole  Cave  would  be  closed  to  all  visitor  use, 
except  for  administrative  or  research  purposes,  to 
protect  the  significant  bat  hibernacula  and  to 
protect  visitors  from  extreme  safety  hazards 
associated  with  breakdown  and  vertical  entrances. 

Coachwhip  Cave,  a typical  gypsum  cave,  would  be 
closed  to  all  visitor  use  and  managed  as  a control 
cave  for  future  research  and  management 
programs. 

Commercial  cave  guiding  would  not  be  allowed  in 
caves  of  the  ACEC  until  a comprehensive  inventory 
of  the  biota  and  natural  resources  is  accomplished. 

If  surveys  determine  that  these  resources  would 
not  be  affected  by  limited  commercial  use,  then 
commercial  use  would  be  considered  and  use 
limits  established  consistent  with  management  of 
the  caves. 

Visitation  limits  (human  carrying  capacity)  and 
special  stipulations  would  be  prescribed  in  cave 
management  plans. 
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Caves  in  the  ACEC  with  unique  or  outstanding 
values,  or  threatened  or  endangered  species,  could 
warrant  development  and  implementation  of 
additional  controls  or  gating.  Documentation  of  use 
in  all  caves  in  the  ACEC  would  be  accomplished 
by  permitting  or  the  installation  of  cave  registers. 

About  500  acres  of  public  lands  in  the  ACEC  would 
be  designated  closed  to  OHV  use,  not  including 
lands  already  closed  because  they  are  within  a 
wilderness  study  area.  On  the  remainder  of  the 
public  lands,  OHV  use  would  be  limited  to 
designated  roads  and  trails.  The  OHV  restrictions 
are  displayed  by  cave,  in  Table  42. 

With  the  exception  of  carbide  in  carbide  lamps 
{miners’  lamps),  battery  acid  in  flashlights  and 
headlamps,  and  the  temporary  use  of  cave  gate 
construction  materials,  no  solid,  liquid,  or  gaseous 
substances  hazardous  to  human  and  animal  life 
would  be  allowed  within  any  cave  or  cave 
exclosure. 

Wildfire  suppression  in  the  ACEC  would  include  the 
protection  of  caves,  cave  resources  and  karst 
features  from  surface  disturbance  by  prohibiting  the 
use  of  heavy  equipment  to  construct  fire  line  within 
400  meters  of  known  cave  entrances,  passages  or 
aspects  of  caves,  or  significant  karst  features,  or 
within  the  exclosures  around  caves. 
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APPENDIX  3 COMPARISON 


This  section  is  a side-by-side  comparison  of  Alternative  E in  Appendix  3 from  the  Draft  Roswell 
RMP/EIS  and  Draft  Carlsbad  RMPA/EIS,  with  Alternative  F for  Appendix  3.  Alternative  F was 
presented  as  a public  comment  (letter  #159)  by  the  Resource  Users  Coalition.  Much  of 
Alternative  F is  reflected  in  comment  letters  #112,  #128,  and  #149.  A number  of  changes  to  the 
draft  Appendix  3 were  made  as  a result  of  those  comments:  refer  to  the  BLM’s  responses  to 
comments  in  this  volume. 

Tables  have  not  been  reprinted  in  this  section,  since  Alternative  F did  not  include  tables.  Refer 
to  the  Draft  Roswell  RMP/EIS  and  the  Draft  Carlsbad  RMPA/EIS  for  the  tables  referenced  in  the 
text. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

The  requirements  listed  below,  under  any 
alternative,  would  pertain  to  all  activities  conducted 
in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  They  would  be 
applied  primarily  to  the  federal  surface  estate. 
However,  in  the  case  of  oil  and  gas  related 
activities,  these  standards  could  be  applied  to  split 
estate  in  order  to  meet  the  requirements  of  federal 
law  or  with  the  concurrence  of  surface  landowners. 

In  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area,  these  requirements 
would  pertain  only  to  oil  and  gas  related  activities. 
The  standards  would  be  applied  primarily  to  the 
federal  surface  estate,  but  could  be  applied  to  split 
estate  in  order  to  meet  the  requirements  of  federal 
law  or  with  the  concurrence  of  surface  landowners. 
It  is  expected  that  future  amendments  or  revisions 
of  the  Carlsbad  RMP  will  address  the  use  of  these 
requirements  for  other  activities  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area. 

The  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements 
identify  buffers  and  other  use  standards  around 
certain  natural  and  man-made  features  to  ensure 
protection  of  those  features.  Specific  information 
on  those  features  is  maintained  for  review  at  the 
Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  offices. 

Tables  A3-1  and  A3-2,  for  the  Carlsbad  and 
Roswell  Resource  Areas,  respectively,  estimate  the 
acreages  affected  by  the  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements,  under  each  alternative. 
These  estimates  reflect  the  maximum  amount  of 
acreage  that  could  be  affected  and  are  for 
purposes  of  comparison  and  analysis,  only.  The 
most  likely  situation  is  that  the  requirements  will 
cumulatively  affect  only  a small  area. 

• Wildlife  Habitat  Projects:  No  surface 

occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  up  to 
200  meters  of  existing  or  planned  wildlife 
habitat  improvement  projects.  Large-scale 
vegetation  manipulation  projects  such  as 
prescribed  burns  would  be  excepted.  This 
restriction  would  be  considered  for  waiver 
with  appropriate  off-site  mitigation,  as 
determined  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

The  requirements  listed  below,  under  any 
alternative,  would  pertain  to  all  activities  conducted 
in  the  Roswell  Resource  Area.  They  would  be 
applied  primarily  to  the  federal  surface  estate. 
However,  in  the  case  of  oil  and  gas  related 
activities,  these  standards  could  be  applied  to  split 
estate  in  order  to  meet  the  requirements  of  federal 
law  or  with  the  concurrence  of  surface  landowners. 

In  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Area,  these  requirements 
would  pertain  only  to  oil  and  gas  related  activities. 
The  standards  would  be  applied  primarily  to  the 
federal  surface  estate,  but  could  be  applied  to  split 
estate  in  order  to  meet  the  requirements  of  federal 
law  or  with  the  concurrence  of  surface  landowners. 
It  is  expected  that  future  amendments  or  revisions 
of  the  Carlsbad  RMP  will  address  the  use  of  these 
requirements  for  other  activities  in  the  Carlsbad 
Resource  Area. 

The  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy  Requirements 
identify  setbacks  and  other  use  standards  around 
certain  natural  and  man-made  features  to  ensure 
protection  of  those  features.  Specific  information 
on  those  features  is  maintained  for  review  at  the 
Roswell  and  Carlsbad  Resource  Area  offices. 

Tables  A3-1  and  A3-2,  for  the  Carlsbad  and 
Roswell  Resource  Areas,  respectively,  estimate  the 
acreages  affected  by  the  Surface  Use  and 
Occupancy  Requirements,  under  each  alternative. 
These  estimates  reflect  the  maximum  amount  of 
acreage  that  could  be  affected  and  are  for 
purposes  of  comparison  and  analysis,  only.  The 
most  likely  situation  is  that  the  requirements  will 
cumulatively  affect  only  a small  area. 

‘Wildlife  Habitat  Projects;  No  surface  occupancy 
would  be  allowed  within  up  to  200  feet  of  existing 
wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects.  Large-scale 
vegetation  manipulation  projects  such  as 
prescribed  burns  would  be  excepted.  This 
restriction  would  be  considered  for  waiver  on  a 
case  by  case  basis  as  determined  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Raptor  Nests  and  Heronries:  No  surface 
occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  up  to 
200  meters  of  active  heronries  or  by 
delaying  activity  for  up  to  120  days,  or  a 
combination  of  both.  Raptor  nests  on 
special,  natural  habitat  features,  such  as 
trees,  large  brush,  cliff  faces  and 
escarpments,  would  be  protected  by  not 
allowing  surface  occupancy  within  up  to 
200  meters  of  nests  or  by  delaying  activity 
for  up  to  90  days,  or  a combination  of 
both.  Exceptions  to  this  restriction  for 
raptor  nests  would  be  considered  if  the 
nests  expected  to  be  disturbed  are 
inactive,  the  proposed  activity  is  of  short 
duration  (e.g.  habitat  enhancement 
projects,  fences,  pipelines),  and  would  not 
result  in  continuing  activity  in  proximity  to 
the  nest. 

Slopes  or  Fragile  Soils:  No  occupancy 
or  use  would  be  allowed  on  slopes  over  20 
percent.  Exceptions  would  be  considered 
for  authorized  mineral  material  extraction 
sites  and  designated  OHV  areas,  for  the 
installation  of  projects  designed  to  enhance 
or  protect  renewable  natural  resources,  or 
if  a plan  of  operations  and  development 
which  provides  for  adequate  mitigation  of 
impacts  was  approved  by  the  Authorized 
Officer.  Occupancy  or  use  of  fragile  soils 
would  be  considered  on  a case-by-case 
basis. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

‘Raptor  Nests:  No  surface  occupancy  would  be 
allowed  within  up  to  200  feet  of  active  nests. 
Raptor  nests  on  special,  natural  habitat  features, 
such  as  trees,  large  brush,  cliff  faces  and 
escarpments,  would  be  protected  by  not  allowing 
surface  occupancy  within  up  to  200  feet  of  active 
nests  or  by  delaying  activity  for  up  to  10  days,  or  a 
combination  of  both.  Exceptions  to  this  restriction 
for  raptor  nests  would  be  considered  if  the  nests 
expected  to  be  disturbed  are  predicted  to  become 
inactive  with  the  change  in  seasons. 


‘Slopes  or  Fragile  Soils:  No  occupancy  or  use 
would  be  allowed  on  slopes  over  30  percent. 
Exceptions  would  be  considered  for  authorized 
mineral  material  extraction  sites  and  designated 
OHV  areas,  for  the  installation  of  projects  designed 
to  enhance  or  protect  renewable  natural  resources, 
or  if  a plan  of  operations  and  development  which 
provides  for  adequate  mitigation  of  impacts  was 
approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  Occupancy  or 
use  of  fragile  soils  would  be  considered  on  a case- 
by-case  basis. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

Streams,  Rivers  and  Floodplains:  No 

surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  within 
floodplains  or  within  up  to  200  meters  of 
the  outer  edge  of  100-year  floodplains,  to 
protect  riparian  areas.  An  exception  to  this 
restriction  may  be  considered  based  on  the 
following  criteria: 

•Additional  development  in  areas  with 
existing  developments  that  have  shown  no 
adverse  impacts  to  the  riparian  area  as 
determined  by  the  Authorized  Officer, 
following  a case-by-case  review  at  the  time 
of  permitting. 

•Installation  of  habitat,  rangeland  or 
recreation  projects  designed  to  enhance  or 
protect  renewable  natural  resources. 

•Suitable  off-site  mitigation  has  been 
identified  for  habitat  loss. 

•An  approved  plan  of  operations  ensures 
the  protection  of  water  resources. 

Playas  and  Alkali  Lakes:  No  surface 

occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  up  to 
200  meters  of  playas  or  alkali  lakes. 
Waiver  of  this  restriction  would  be 
considered  for  projects  designed  to 
enhance  or  protect  renewable  natural 
resources.  An  exception  for  oil  and  gas 
development  would  be  considered  if  playa 
lake  loss  was  mitigated  by  the  protection 
and  development  of  another  playa 
exhibiting  the  potential  for  improvement. 
Mitigation  could  include:  installing  fencing; 
developing  a supplemental  water  supply; 
planting  trees  and  shrubs  for  shelter  belts; 
conducting  playa  basin  excavation; 
constructing  erosion  control  structures  or 
cross  dikes;  or  by  improving  the  habitat  in 
another  area. 


alternative  F 

‘Streams,  Rivers  and  Floodplains:  No  surface 

occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  floodplains  of 
a 100  year  floodplain  (flood  plain  defined  to  be 
within  the  elevation  of  the  area  that  would  flood)  to 
protect  riparian  areas.  An  exception  to  this 
restriction  may  be  considered  based  on  the 
following  criteria: 

-Additional  development  in  areas  with 
existing  developments  that  have  shown  no 
adverse  impacts  to  the  riparian  area  as 
determined  by  the  Authorized  Officer, 
following  a case-by-case  review  at  the  time 
of  permitting. 

-Installation  of  habitat,  rangeland  or 
recreation  projects  designed  to  enhance  or 
protect  renewable  natural  resources. 

-An  approved  plan  of  operations  ensures 
the  protection  of  water  resources. 


‘Playas  and  Alkali  Lakes:  No  surface  occupancy 
would  be  allowed  within  up  to  200  feet  of  playas  or 
alkali  lakes.  Waiver  of  this  restriction  would  be 
considered  for  projects  designed  to  enhance  or 
protect  renewable  natural  resources.  An  exception 
for  oil  and  gas  development  would  be  considered 
based  on  geological  information,and  economics  of 
drilling. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

• Springs,  Seeps  and  Tanks:  No  surface 
occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  up  to 
200  meters  of  the  source  of  a spring  or 
seep,  or  within  downstream  riparian  areas 
created  by  flows  from  the  source  or 
resulting  from  riparian  area  management. 
No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed 
within  up  to  200  meters  of  earthen  tanks  or 
the  adjacent  riparian  areas  created  as  a 
result  of  the  presence  of  the  tanks. 
Exceptions  to  this  restriction  would  be 
considered  for  the  installation  of  habitat  or 
rangeland  projects  designed  to  enhance 
the  spring  or  seep,  or  downstream  flows. 

• Caves  and  Karst:  No  surface  occupancy 
would  be  allowed  within  up  to  200  meters 
of  known  cave  entrances,  passages  or 
aspects  of  significant  caves,  or  significant 
karst  features.  Waiver  of  this  restriction 
would  be  considered  for  projects  that 
enhance  or  protect  renewable  natural 
resource  values. 

• Prairie  Chickens,  Roswell  Resource 
Area:  Geophysical  exploration  operations, 
drilling  for  oil  and  gas,  and  other 
development  would  not  be  allowed  in 
Lesser  Prairie  Chicken  habitat  during  the 
period  of  March  1 through  June  30,  each 
year.  During  that  period,  other  activities, 
including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of 
oil  and  gas  facilities,  would  not  be  allowed 
between  3.00  a.m.  and  9:00  a.m. 
Additionally,  no  new  drilling  would  be 
allowed  within  up  to  200  meters  of  leks 
known  at  the  time  of  permitting.  Normal 
vehicle  use  on  existing  roads  would  not  be 
restricted.  Exhaust  noise  from  pump  jack 
motors  must  be  muffled  or  otherwise 
controlled  so  as  not  to  exceed  75  db 
measured  at  30  feet  from  the  source  of  the 
noise.  Exceptions  to  these  restrictions 
would  be  considered  for  areas  of  no  or  tow 
prairie  chicken  booming  activity,  as 
determined  at  the  time  of  permitting. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

‘Springs,  Seeps  and  Tanks:  No  surface 

occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  up  to  200 
feetof  the  source  of  a spring  or  seep,  or  within 
downstream  riparian  areas  created  by  flows  from 
the  source  or  resulting  from  riparian  area 
management.  No  surface  occupancy  would  be 
allowed  within  up  to  200  feet  of  earthen  tanks  or 
the  adjacent  riparian  areas  created  as  a result  of 
the  presence  of  the  tanks.  Exceptions  to  this 
restriction  would  be  considered  for  the  installation 
of  habitat  or  rangeland  projects  designed  to 
enhance  the  spring  or  seep,  or  downstream  flows. 
Installation  shall  be  in  coordination  with  the  any 
grazing  permittee. 

‘Caves:  No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed 
within  up  to  200  feet  of  known  cave  entrances,  or 
identified  passages.  Waiver  of  this  restriction 
would  be  considered  for  projects  that  enhance  or 
protect  renewable  natural  resource  values. 


‘Prairie  Chickens,  Roswell  Resource  Area: 
Geophysical  exploration  operations,  drilling  for  oil 
and  gas,  and  other  development  would  not  be 
allowed  in  Lesser  Prairie  Chicken  habitat  during  the 
period  of  April  1 through  May  31,  each  year. 
During  that  period,  other  activities,  including  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  oil  and  gas  facilities, 
would  not  be  allowed  between  3:00  a.m.  and  9:00 
a.m.  Additionally,  no  new  drilling  would  be  allowed 
within  up  to  200  feet  of  active  leks  known  at  the 
time  of  permitting.  Normal  vehicle  use  on  existing 
roads  would  not  be  restricted.  Exceptions  to  these 
restrictions  would  be  considered  for  areas  of  no  or 
tow  prairie  chicken  booming  activity,  as  determined 
at  the  time  of  permitting. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

• Prairie  Chickens,  Carlsbad  Resource 
Area:  Geophysical  exploration  operations, 
drilling  for  oil  and  gas,  and  other 
development  would  not  be  allowed  in 
Lesser  Prairie  Chicken  habitat  during  the 
period  of  April  1 through  May  31,  each 
year.  During  that  period,  other  activities, 
including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of 
oil  and  gas  facilities,  would  not  be  allowed 
between  3:00  a.m.  and  9:00  a.m. 
Additionally,  no  new  drilling  would  be 
allowed  within  up  to  400  meters  of  leks 
known  at  the  time  of  permitting.  Normal 
vehicle  use  on  existing  roads  would  not  be 
restricted.  Exhaust  noise  from  pump  jack 
motors  must  be  muffled  or  otherwise 
controlled  so  as  not  to  exceed  75  db 
measured  at  30  feet  from  the  source  of  the 
noise.  Exceptions  to  these  restrictions 
would  be  considered  for  areas  of  no  or  low 
prairie  chicken  booming  activity,  as 
determined  at  the  time  of  permitting. 

• Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard:  Surface 

occupancy  would  not  be  allowed  within  up 
to  100  meters  of  "suitable  habitat"  in  areas 
designated  as  "occupied  habitat"  through 
distributional  studies. 

An  exception  to  this  restriction  would  be 
considered  when  an  on-site  evaluation  of 
habitat  extent,  available  species 
occurrence  data,  and  the  proposed  surface 
use  indicate  the  proposal  would  not  affect 
lizard  populations. 

• Visual  Resource  Management:  Painting 
would  be  required  of  all  permanent  surface 
facilities  or  equipment  approved  by  the 
BLM.  Surface  facilities  or  equipment 
includes  such  things  as  tank  batteries, 
pump  jacks  and  meter  runs.  Paint  colors 
would  be  selected  from  the  ten  standard 
environmental  colors  approved  by  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Coordinating  Committee. 
The  selected  paint  color  would  match  as 
closely  as  possible  the  predominant  soil  or 
vegetation  color  of  the  area.  Low  profile 
facilities  may  also  be  required,  when 
needed,  to  reduce  the  contrast  of  a project 
with  the  dominant  line  and  form  of  the 
surrounding  landscape. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

*Prairie  Chickens,  Carlsbad  Resource  Area: 
Geophysical  exploration  operations,  drilling  for  oil 
and  gas,  and  other  development  would  not  be 
allowed  in  Lesser  Prairie  Chicken  habitat  during  the 
period  of  April  1 through  May  31,  each  year. 
During  that  period,  other  activities,  including  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  oil  and  gas  facilities, 
would  not  be  allowed  between  3:00  a.m.  and  9:00 
a.m.  Additionally,  no  new  drilling  would  be  allowed 
within  up  to  200  feet  of  active  leks  known  at  the 
time  of  permitting.  Normal  vehicle  use  on  existing 
roads  would  not  be  restricted.  Exceptions  to  these 
restrictions  would  be  considered  for  areas  of  no  or 
low  prairie  chicken  booming  activity,  as  determined 
at  the  time  of  permitting. 


*Dune  Sagebrush  Lizard:  Surface  occupancy 

would  be  allowed  on  a case-by-case  basis  within 
"suitable  habitat"  in  areas  designated  as  "occupied 
habitat"  through  distribution  studies. 

A limitation  to  this  management  practice  would 
be  considered  when  an  on-site  evaluation  of 
habitat  extent,  available  species  occurrence  data, 
and  the  proposed  surface  use  indicate  the  proposal 
would  affect  lizard  populations. 

‘Visual  Resource  Management:  Painting  would  be 
required  of  al!  permanent  surface  facilities  or 
equipment  approved  by  the  BLM.  Surface  facilities 
or  equipment  includes  such  things  as  tank 
batteries,  pump  jacks  and  meter  runs.  No  paint 
scheme  shall  be  required. 
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This  section  is  a side-by-side  comparison  of  Alternative  E in  Appendix  4 from  the  Draft  Roswell 
RMP/EIS  and  Draft  Carlsbad  RMPA/EIS,  with  Alternative  F for  Appendix  4.  Alternative  F was 
presented  as  a public  comment  (letter  #159)  by  the  Resource  Users  Coalition.  Much  of 
Alternative  F is  reflected  in  comment  letters  #112,  #128,  and  #149.  A number  of  changes  to  the 
draft  Appendix  4 were  made  as  a result  of  those  comments;  refer  to  the  BLM’s  responses  to 
comments  in  this  volume. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

GENERAL  CONDITIONS  OF  APPROVAL 

1 . The  holder  shall  indemnify  the  United  States 
against  any  liability  for  damage  to  life  or  property 
arising  from  the  occupancy  or  use  of  public  lands 
under  this  authorization. 

2.  The  holder  shall  comply  with  all  applicable 
Federal  laws  and  regulations  existing  or  hereafter 
enacted  or  promulgated.  In  any  event,  the  holder 
shall  comply  with  the  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act 
of  1976,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  2601,  et.  seq.) 
with  regard  to  any  toxic  substances  that  are  used, 
generated  by  or  stored  on  the  pipeline  route  or  on 
facilities  authorized.  (See  40  CFR,  Part  702-799 
and  especially,  provisions  on  polychlorinated 
biphenyls,  40  CFR  761.1-761.193.)  Additionally, 
any  release  of  toxic  substances  (leaks,  spills,  etc.) 
in  excess  of  the  reportable  quantihy  established  by 
40  CFR,  Part  117  shall  be  reported  as  required  by 
the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation  and  Liability  Act,  Section  102b.  A 
copy  of  any  report  required  or  requested  by  any 
Federal  agency  or  State  government  as  a result  of 
a reportable  release  or  spill  of  any  toxic  substances 
shall  be  furnished  to  the  Authorized  Officer 
concurrent  with  the  filing  of  the  reports  to  the 
involved  Federal  agency  or  State  government. 

3.  The  holder  agrees  to  indemnify  the  United 
States  against  any  liability  arising  from  the  release 
of  any  hazardous  substance  or  hazardous  waste 
(as  these  terms  are  defined  in  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and 
Liability  Act  of  1980,  42  U.S.C.  9601,  et.  seq.  or 
the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act,  42 
U.S.C.  6901,  et.  seq.)  on  this  pipeline  (unless  the 
release  or  threatened  release  is  wholly  unrelated  to 
the  holder’s  activity  on  the  pipeline).  This 
agreement  applies  without  regard  to  whether  a 
release  is  caused  by  the  holder,  its  agent,  or 
unrelated  third  parties. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
General  Conditions  of  Approval 

1 . The  holder  shall  indemnify  the  United  States 
against  liability  for  damage  to  life  or  property 
arising  from  the  occupancy  or  use  of  public  lands 
under  this  authorization  as  a result  of  gross 
negligence  of  holder. 

2.  The  holder  shall  comply  with  all  applicable 
Federal  laws  and  regulations  existing  or  hereafter 
enacted  or  promulgated.  In  any  event,  the  holder 
shall  comply  with  the  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act 
of  1976,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  2601,  et.  seq.) 
with  regard  to  any  toxic  substances  that  are  used, 
generated  by  or  stored  on  the  pipeline  route  or  on 
facilities  authorized.  (See  40  CFR,  Part  702-799 
and  especially,  provisions  on  polychlorinated 
biphenyls,  40  CFR  761.1-761.193.)  Additionally, 
any  release  of  toxic  substances  (leaks,  spills,  etc.) 
in  excess  of  the  reportable  quantity  established  by 
40  CFR,  Part  117  shall  be  reported  as  required  by 
the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation  and  Liability  Act,  Section  102b.  A 
copy  of  any  report  required  or  requested  by  any 
Federal  agency  or  State  government  as  a result  of 
a reportable  release  or  spill  of  any  toxic 
substances  shall  be  furnished  to  the  Authorized 
Officer  concurrent  with  the  filing  of  the  reports  to 
the  involved  Federal  agency  or  State  government. 

3.  The  holder  agrees  to  indemnify  the  United 
States  against  any  liability  arising  from  the  release 
of  any  hazardous  substance  or  hazardous  waste 
(as  these  terms  are  defined  in  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and 
Liability  Act  of  1980,  42  U.S.C.  9601,  et.  seq.  or 
the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act,  42 
U.S.C.  6901,  et.  seq.)  on  this  pipeline  (unless  the 
release  or  threatened  release  is  wholly  unrelated  to 
the  holder’s  activity  on  the  pipeline).  The  loss  of 
resources  from  a release  of  any  hazardous 
substance  or  hazardous  waste  shall  be  considered 
an  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  and 
arespecifically  identified  as  an  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  commitment  of  the  natural  resources. 
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4.  If,  during  any  phase  of  the  construction, 
operation,  maintenance,  or  termination  of  the 
authorization,  any  oil  or  other  pollutant  should  be 
discharged,  impacting  Federal  lands,  the  control 
and  total  removal,  disposal,  and  cleaning  up  of 
such  oil  of  other  pollutant,  wherever  found,  shall  be 
the  responsibility  of  the  holder,  regardless  of  fault. 
Upon  failure  of  the  holder  to  control,  dispose  of,  or 
clean  up  such  discharge  on  or  affecting  Federal 
lands,  or  to  repair  all  damages  to  Federal  lands 
resulting  therefrom,  the  Authorized  Officer  may 
take  such  measures  as  deemed  necessary  to 
control  and  cleanup  the  discharge  and  restore  the 
area,  including,  where  appropriate,  the  aquatic 
environment  and  fish  and  wildlife  habitats,  at  the 
full  expense  of  the  holder.  Such  action  by  the 
Authorized  Officer  shall  not  relieve  the  holder  of 
any  liability  or  responsibility. 

5.  Any  cultural  and/or  paleontological  resource 
(historic  or  prehistoric  site  or  object)  discovered  by 
the  holder,  or  any  person  working  on  the  holder’s 
behalf,  on  public  or  Federal  land  shall  be 
immediately  reported  to  the  Authorized  Officer. 
The  holder  shall  suspend  all  operations  in  the 
immediate  area  of  such  discovery  until  written 
authorization  to  proceed  is  issued  by  the 
Authorized  Officer.  An  evaluation  of  the  discovery 
will  be  made  by  the  authorized  officer  to  determine 
appropriate  actions  to  prevent  the  loss  of  significant 
cultural  or  scientific  values.  The  holder  shall  be 
responsible  for  the  cost  of  evaluation  and  any 
decision  as  to  the  proper  mitigation  measures  will 
be  made  by  the  Authorized  Officer  after  consulting 
with  the  holder. 

6.  The  holder  is  hereby  obligated  to  comply  with 
procedures  established  in  the  Native  American 
Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act  (NAGPRA) 
to  protect  such  cultural  items  as  human  remains, 
associated  funerary  objects,  sacred  objects,  and 
objects  of  cultural  patrimony  discovered 
inadvertently  during  the  course  of  project 
implementation.  In  the  event  that  any  of  the 
cultural  items  listed  above  are  discovered  during 
the  course  of  project  work,  the  proponent  shall 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

4.  If,  during  any  phase  of  the  construction, 
operation,  maintenance,  or  termination  of  the 
authorization,  any  signifcant  amount  of  oil  (greater 
than  500  barrels)  or  other  pollutant  should  be 
discharged,  impacting  Federal  lands,  the  control 
and  total  removal,  disposal,  and  cleaning  up  of 
such  oil  of  other  pollutant,  wherever  found,  shall  be 
the  responsibility  of  the  holder,  regardless  of  fault. 
Upon  failure  of  the  holder  to  control,  dispose  of,  or 
clean  up  such  discharge  on  or  affecting  Federal 
lands,  or  to  repair  all  damages  to  Federal  lands 
resulting  therefrom,  the  Authorized  Officer  may 
take  such  measures  as  deemed  necessary  to 
control  and  cleanup  the  discharge  and  restore  the 
area,  including,  where  appropriate,  the  aquatic 
environment  and  fish  and  wildlife  habitats,  at  the 
full  expense  of  the  holder.  Such  action  by  the 
Authorized  Officer  shall  not  relieve  the  holder  of 
any  liability  or  responsibility. 

5.  Any  cultural  and/or  paleontological  resource 
(historic  or  prehistoric  site  or  object)  discovered  by 
the  holder,  or  any  person  working  on  the  holder’s 
behalf,  on  public  or  Federal  land  shall  be 
immediately  reported  to  the  Authorized  Officer. 
The  holder  shall  suspend  all  operations  in  the 
immediate  area  of  such  discovery  until  written 
authorization  to  proceed  is  issued  by  the 
Authorized  Officer.  An  immediate  (within  24  hours) 
evaluation  of  the  discovery  will  be  made  by  the 
authorized  officer,  at  the  authorized  officer’s 
expense,  to  determine  appropriate  actions  to 
prevent  the  loss  of  significant  cultural  or  scientific 
values.  If  an  immediate  resolution  is  not  possible, 
the  authorized  officer  shall  expedite  the  processing 
of  alternative  required  approval  to  allow  proceeding 
as  soon  as  possible. 

6.  The  holder  is  hereby  obligated  to  comply  with 
procedures  established  in  the  Native  American 
Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act  (NAGPRA) 
to  protect  such  cultural  items  as  human  remains, 
associated  funerary  objects,  sacred  objects,  and 
objects  of  cultural  patrimony  discovered 
inadvertently  during  the  course  of  project 
implementation.  In  the  event  that  any  of  the 
cultural  items  listed  above  are  discovered  during 
the  course  of  project  work,  the  proponent  shall 
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immediately  halt  the  disturbance  and  contact  the 
BLM  within  24  hours  for  instructions.  The 
proponent  or  initiator  of  any  project  shall  be  held 
responsible  for  protecting,  evaluating,  reporting, 
excavating,  treating,  and  disposing  of  these  cultural 
items  according  to  the  procedures  established  by 
the  BLM  in  consultation  with  Indian  Tribes." 

7.  The  holder  shall  be  responsible  for  weed  control 
on  disturbed  areas  within  the  limits  of  the  site.  The 
holder  is  responsible  for  consultation  with  the 
authorized  officer  and/or  local  authorities  for 
acceptable  weed  control  methods. 

8.  The  holder  shall  be  responsible  for  maintaining 
the  site  in  a sanitary  condition  at  all  times;  waste 
materials  at  those  sites  shall  be  disposed  of 
promptly  at  an  appropriate  waste  disposal  site. 
"Waste"  means  all  discarded  matter  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  human  waste,  trash,  garbage,  refuse, 
oil  drums,  petroleum  products,  ashes,  and 
equipment. 

PIPELINE  (RIGHT-OF-WAY)  (PERMIT) 
STIPULATIONS 

9.  The  holder  shall  conduct  all  activities  associated 
with  the  construction,  operation,  and  termination  of 
the  pipeline  within  the  authorized  limits. 

10.  The  pipeline  shall  be  buried  with  a minimum 
cover  of  36  inches  between  the  top  of  the  pipe  arxf 
ground  level. 

1 1 . Blading  of  all  vegetation  **shall/shall  not**  be 
allowed.  Blading  is  defined  as  the  complete 
removal  of  brush  and  ground  vegetation.  Clearing 
of  brush  species  shall  be  allowed.  Clearing  is 
defined  as  the  removal  of  brush  while  leaving 
ground  vegetation  (grasses,  weeds,  etc.)  intact. 
Clearing  is  best  accomplished  by  holding  the  blade 
4 to  6 inches  above  the  ground  surface.  In  areas 
where  blading  and/or  clearing  is  allowed,  the 
maximum  width  of  these  operations  shall  not 
exceed  **  feet. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

immediately  halt  the  disturbance  and  contact  the 
BLM  within  24  hours  for  instructions.  The  BLM 
shall  be  held  responsible  for  protecting,  evaluating, 
reporting,  excavating,  treating,  and  disposing  of 
these  cultural  items  according  to  the  procedures 
established  by  the  BLM  in  consultation  with  Indian 
Tribes." 

7.  The  holder  shall  be  responsible  for  weed 
control  on  disturbed  areas  within  the  limits  of  the 
site.  The  holder  is  responsible  for  consultation  with 
the  authorized  officer  and/or  local  authorities  for 
acceptable  weed  control  methods. 

8.  The  holder  shall  be  responsible  for  maintaining 
the  site  in  a sanitary  condition  at  all  times;  waste 
materials  at  those  sites  shall  be  disposed  of 
promptly  at  an  appropriate  waste  disposal  site. 
"Waste"  means  all  discarded  matter  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  human  waste,  trash,  garbage, 
refuse,  oil  drums,  petroleum  products,  ashes,  and 
equipment. 

Pipeline  (Right-of-way)  (Permit)  Stipulations 

9.  The  holder  shall  conduct  all  activities 
associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
termination  of  the  pipeline  within  the  authorized 
limits. 

10.  The  pipeline  shall  be  buried  when 
economically  leasable  and  practical. 

11.  Blading  of  all  vegetation  **shall/shall  not**  be 
allowed.  Blading  is  defined  as  the  complete 
removal  of  brush  and  ground  vegetation.  Clearing 
of  brush  species  shall  be  allowed.  Clearing  is 
defined  as  the  removal  of  brush  while  leaving 
ground  vegetation  (grasses,  weeds,  etc.)  intact. 
Clearing  is  best  accomplished  by  holding  the  blade 
4 to  6 inches  above  the  ground  surface.  In  areas 
where  blading  and/or  clearing  is  allowed,  the 
maximum  width  of  these  operations  shall  not 
exceed  **  feet. 
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12.  The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to 
existing  fences  and  other  improvements  on  public 
lands.  The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair 
impacted  improvements  to  at  least  their  former 
state.  The  holder  shall  contact  the  owner  of  any 
improvements  prior  to  disturbing  them.  When 
necessary  to  pass  through  a fence  line,  the  fence 
shall  be  braced  on  both  sides  of  the  passageway 
prior  to  cutting  of  the  fence.  No  permanent  gates 
shall  be  allowed  unless  approved  by  the  Authorized 
Officer. 

13.  Vegetation,  soil,  and  rocks  left  as  a result  of 
construction  or  maintenance  activity  shall  be 
randomly  scattered  over  the  project  area  and  shall 
not  be  left  in  rows,  piles,  or  berms,  unless 
otherwise  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  A 
berm  shall  be  left  over  the  ditch  line  to  allow  for 
settling  back  to  grade. 

14.  The  holder  shall  seed  all  surface  disturbed  by 
construction  activities.  Seeding  shall  be  done 
according  to  the  attached  seeding  requirements 

(Exhibit ),  using  the  attached  seed  mixture  (as 

determined  by  DPC). 

15.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder 
to  blend  with  the  natural  color  of  the  landscape. 
The  paint  used  shall  be  a color  which  simulates 
"Standard  Environmental  Colors"  designated  by  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Five-State  Interagency  Committee. 

The  color  selected  for  this  project  is , Munsell 

Soil  Color  Chart  Number . 

16.  The  holder  shall  post  signs  designating  the 
BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  authorization  at 
the  following  locations:  the  points  of  origin  and 
completion,  or  entry  to  and  exit  from  public  lands, 
of  the  pipeline  and  at  all  major  road  crossings. 
These  signs  shall  be  posted  in  a permanent, 
conspicuous  manner,  and  shall  be  maintained  in  a 
legible  condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization. 

17.  The  holder  shall  not  use  the  pipeline  route  as 
a road  for  purposes  other  than  routine  maintenance 
as  determined  necessary  by  the  Authorized  Officer 
in  consultation  with  the  holder.  The  holder  shall 
take  whatever  steps  are  necessary  to  ensure  that 
the  pipeline  route  is  not  used  as  a roadway. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

12.  The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to 
existing  fences  and  other  improvements  on  public 
lands.  The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair 
impacted  improvements  to  at  least  their  former 
state.  The  holder  shall  contact  the  owner  of  any 
improvements  prior  to  disturbing  them.  When 
necessary  to  pass  through  a fence  line,  the  fence 
shall  be  braced  on  both  sides  of  the  passageway 
prior  to  cutting  of  the  fence.  No  permanent  gates 
shall  be  allowed  unless  approved  by  the  owner  of 
the  fence. 

13.  Vegetation,  soil,  and  rocks  left  as  a result  of 
construction  or  maintenance  activity  shall  be 
randomly  scattered  over  the  project  area  and  shall 
not  be  left  in  rows,  piles,  or  berms,  unless 
otherwise  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  A 
berm  shall  be  left  over  the  ditch  line  to  allow  for 
settling  back  to  grade. 

14.  The  holder  shall  seed  all  surface  disturbed  by 
construction  activities.  Seeding  shall  be  done 
according  to  the  attached  seeding  requirements 

(Exhibit  ),  using  the  attached  seed  mixture 

(which  shall  represent  the  native  grass  and  plants). 

15.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder 
to  blend  with  the  natural  color  of  the  landscape. 
No  prescribed  paint  scheme  shall  be  required. 


16.  The  holder  shall  post  signs  designating  the 
BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  authorization 
at  the  following  locations;  the  points  of  origin  and 
completion,  or  entry  to  and  exit  from  public  lands, 
of  the  pipeline  and  at  all  major  road  crossings. 
These  signs  shall  be  posted  in  a permanent, 
conspicuous  manner,  and  shall  be  maintained  in  a 
legible  condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization. 

17.  The  holder  shall  not  use  the  pipeline  route  as 
a road  for  purposes  other  than  routine 
maintenance  as  determined  necessary  by  the 
Authorized  Officer  in  consultation  with  the  holder. 
The  holder  shall  take  whatever  steps  are 
necessary  to  ensure  that  the  pipeline  route  is  not 
used  as  a roadway. 
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SURFACE  INSTALLED  PIPELINE 

18.  The  holder  shall  be  liable  for  damage  or  injury 
to  the  United  States  to  the  extent  provided  by  43 
CFR  Sec.**2803/2883*M-4.  The  holder  shall  be 
held  to  a standard  of  strict  liability  for  damage  or 
injury  to  the  United  States  resulting  from  fire  or  soil 
movement  (including  landslides  and  slumps  as  well 
as  wind  and  water  caused  movement  of  particles) 
caused  or  substantially  aggravated  by  any  of  the 
following  within  the  permit  area: 

A.  Activities  of  the  holder,  including  but  not  limited 
to,  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 
termination  of  the  facility. 

B.  Activities  of  other  parties  including  but  not 
limited  to: 

(1) .  Land  clearing. 

(2) .  Earth-disturbing  and  earth-moving  work. 

(3) .  Blasting. 

(4) .  Vandalism  and  sabotage. 

C.  Acts  of  God. 

The  maximum  limitation  for  such  strict  liability 
damages  shall  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
($1 ,000,000)  for  any  one  event  and  any  liability  in 
excess  of  such  amount  shall  be  determined  by  the 
ordinary  rules  of  negligence  of  the  jurisdiction  of  in 
which  the  damage  of  injury  occurred. 

This  section  shall  not  impose  strict  liability  for 
damage  or  injury  resulting  primarily  from  the 
negligent  acts  of  the  United  States. 

19.  The  holder  shall  conduct  all  activities 
associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
termination  of  the  pipeline  within  the  authorized 
width  of  **  feet. 

20.  No  blading  or  clearing  of  any  vegetation  shall 
be  allowed  unless  approved  in  writing  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

21.  The  holder  shall  install  the  pipeline  on  the 
surface  in  such  a manner  that  will  minimize 
suspension  of  the  pipeline  across  low  areas  in  the 
terrain.  In  hummocky  or  duney  areas,  the  pipeline 
will  be  "snaked"  around  hummocks  and  dunes 
rather  than  suspended  across  these  features. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
Surface  Installed  Pipeline 

1 8.  The  holder  shall  be  liable  for  damage  or  injury 
to  the  United  States  to  the  extent  provided  by  43 
CFR  Sec.**2803/2883*M-4.  The  holder  shall  be 
held  to  a standard  of  gross  negligence  for  damage 
or  injury  to  the  United  States  resulting  from  fire  or 
soil  movement  (including  landslides  and  slumps  as 
well  as  wind  and  water  caused  movement  of 
particles)  caused  or  substantially  aggravated  by 
any  of  the  following  within  the  permit  area: 

A.  Activities  of  the  holder,  including  but  not  limited 
to,  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 
termination  of  the  facility. 

B.  Activities  of  other  parties  including  but  not 
limited  to: 

(1) .  Land  clearing. 

(2) .  Earth-disturbing  and  earth-moving  work. 

(3) .  Blasting. 

(4) .  Vandalism  and  sabotage. 

C.  Acts  of  God. 

The  maximum  limitation  for  such  gross  negligence 
damages  shall  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
($1 ,000,000)  for  any  one  event  and  any  liability  in 
excess  of  such  amount  shall  be  determined  by  the 
ordinary  rules  of  negligence  of  the  jurisdiction  of  in 
which  the  damage  of  injury  occurred. 

This  section  shall  not  impose  gross  negligence  for 
damage  or  injury  resulting  primarily  from  the 
negligent  acts  of  the  United  States. 

19.  The  holder  shall  conduct  all  activities 
associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
termination  of  the  pipeline  within  the  authorized 
width  of  **  feet. 

20.  No  blading  or  clearing  of  any  vegetation  shall 
be  allowed  unless  approved  in  writing  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

21.  The  holder  shall  install  the  pipeline  on  the 
surface  in  such  a manner  that  will  minimize 
suspension  of  the  pipeline  across  low  areas  in  the 
terrain.  In  hummocky  or  duney  areas,  the  pipeline 
will  be  "snaked"  around  hummocks  and  dunes 
rather  than  suspended  across  these  features. 
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22.  The  pipeline  shall  be  buried  a minimum  of  ** 
inches  under  all  roads,  including  "two-tracks"  and 
trails.  Burial  shall  continue  for  20  feet  on  each  side 
of  each  crossing.  The  condition  of  the  road,  upon 
completion  of  the  construction,  shall  be  returned  to 
at  least  its  former  state,  with  no  bumps,  dips,  or 
soft  spots  remaining  in  the  road  surface. 

23.  The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to 
existing  fences  and  other  improvements  on  public 
lands.  The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair 
impacted  improvements  to  at  least  their  former 
state.  The  holder  shall  contact  the  owner  of  any 
improvements  prior  to  disturbing  them.  When 
necessary  to  pass  through  a fence  line,  the  fence 
shall  be  braced  on  both  sides  of  the  passageway 
prior  to  cutting  of  the  fence.  No  permanent  gates 
shall  be  allowed  unless  approved  by  the  Authorized 
Officer. 

24.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder 
to  blend  with  the  natural  color  of  the  landscape. 
The  paint  used  shall  be  a color  which  simulates 
"Standard  Environmental  Colors"  designated  by  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Five-State  Interagency  Committee. 

The  color  selected  for  this  project  is , Munsell 

Soil  Color  Chart  Number . 


25.  The  holder  shall  post  signs  designating  the 

BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  pipeline  at  the 
following  locations:  the  points  of  origin  and 

completion,  or  entry  to  and  exit  from  public  lands, 
of  the  pipeline  and  at  all  major  road  crossings. 
These  signs  shall  be  posted  in  a permanent, 
conspicuous  manner,  and  shall  be  maintained  in  a 
legible  condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization. 

26.  The  holder  shall  not  use  the  pipeline  route  as 
a road  tor  purposes  other  than  routine  maintenance 
as  determined  necessary  by  the  Authorized  Officer 
in  consultation  with  the  holder.  The  holder  shall 
take  whatever  steps  are  necessary  to  ensure  that 
the  pipeline  route  is  not  used  as  a roadway. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

22.  The  pipeline  shall  be  buried  a minimum  of  ** 
inches  under  all  roads,  including  "two-tracks"  and 
trails.  Burial  shall  continue  for  20  feet  on  each 
side  of  each  crossing.  The  condition  of  the  road, 
upon  completion  of  the  construction,  shall  be 
returned  to  at  least  its  former  state,  with  no  bumps, 
dips,  or  soft  spots  remaining  in  the  road  surface. 

23.  The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to 
existing  fences  and  other  improvements  on  public 
lands.  The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair 
impacted  improvements  to  at  least  their  former 
state.  The  holder  shall  take  reasonable  efforts  to 
contact  the  owner  of  any  improvements  prior  to 
disturbing  them.  When  necessary  to  pass  through 
a fence  line,  the  fence  shall  be  braced  on  both 
sides  of  the  passageway  prior  to  cutting  of  the 
fence.  No  permanent  gates  shall  be  allowed 
unless  approved  by  the  owner  of  the  fence. 

24.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder. 
No  prescribed  paint  scheme  shall  be  required. 


25.  The  holder  shall  post  signs  designating  the 

BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  pipeline  at  the 
following  locations:  the  points  of  origin  and 

completion,  or  entry  to  and  exit  from  public  lands, 
of  the  pipeline  and  at  all  major  road  crossings. 
These  signs  shall  be  posted  in  a permanent, 
conspicuous  manner,  and  shall  be  maintained  in  a 
legible  condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization. 

26.  The  holder  shall  not  use  the  pipeline  route  as 
a road  for  purposes  other  than  routine 
maintenance  as  determined  necessary  by  the 
Authorized  Officer  in  consultation  with  the  holder. 
The  holder  shall  take  steps  to  ensure  that  the 
pipeline  route  is  not  used  as  a roadway. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

PERMANENT  RESOURCE  ROADS 

27.  ROAD  WIDTH  AND  GRADE 

The  road  will  have  a driving  surface  of feet  (all 

roads  shall  have  a minimum  driving  surface  of 

feet,  unless  local  conditions  dictate  a different 
width).  The  maximum  grade  is  10  percent  unless 
the  box  below  is  checked.  Maximum  width  of 

surface  disturbance  from  construction  will  be 

feet. 

/ / Those  segments  of  road  where  grade  is  in 

excess  of  10%  for  more  than  300  feet  shall  be 
designed  by  a professional  engineer. 

28.  CROWNING  AND  DITCHING 

Crowning  with  materials  on  site  and  ditching  on 
one  side  of  the  road  on  the  uphill  side  will  be 
required.  The  road  cross-section  will  conform  to 
the  cross  section  diagrams  in  Figure  1.  If 
conditions  dictate,  ditching  may  be  required  for 
both  sides  of  the  road;  if  local  conditions  permit,  a 
flat-bladed  road  may  be  considered  (if  these 
conditions  exist,  check  the  appropriate  box  below). 
The  crown  shall  have  a grade  of  approximately  2% 
(i.e.,  1"  crown  on  a 14’  wide  road). 

/ ! Ditching  will  be  required  on  both  sides  of  the 

roadway  as  shown  on  the  attached  map  or  as 
staked  in  the  field. 

/ ! Flat-blading  is  authorized  on  segment(s) 

delineated  on  the  attached  map. 

29.  DRAINAGE 

Drainage  control  shall  be  ensured  over  the  entire 
road  through  the  use  of  borrow  ditches,  outsloping, 
insloping,  natural  rolling  topography,  lead-off 
(turnout)  ditches,  culverts,  and/or  drainage  dips. 

A.  All  lead-off  ditches  shall  be  graded  to 
drain  water  with  a 1 percent  minimum  to  3 percent 
maximum  ditch  slope.  The  spacing  interval  for 
lead-off  ditches  shall  be  determined  according  to 
the  following  table,  but  may  be  amended 
depending  upon  existing  soil  types  and  centerline 
road  slope  (in  %): 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
Permanent  Resource  Roads 

27.  ROAD  WIDTH  AND  GRADE 

The  road  will  have  a driving  surface  of feet  (all 

roads  shall  have  a minimum  driving  surface  of 

feet,  unless  local  conditions  dictate  a different 
width).  The  maximum  grade  is  10  percent  unless 
the  lx)x  below  is  checked.  Maximum  width  of 

surface  disturbance  from  construction  will  be 

feet. 

/ ! Those  segments  of  road  where  grade  is  in 

excess  of  10%  for  more  than  300  feet  shall  be 
designed  by  a professional  engineer. 

28.  CROWNING  AND  DITCHING 

Crowning  with  materials  on  site  and  ditching  on 
one  side  of  the  road  on  the  uphill  side  will  be 
required.  The  road  cross-section  will  conform  to 
the  cross  section  diagrams  in  Figure  1.  If 
conditions  dictate,  ditching  may  be  required  for  one 
or  both  sides  of  the  road;  if  local  conditions  permit, 
a flat-bladed  road  may  be  considered  (if  these 
conditions  exist,  check  the  appropriate  box  below). 
The  crown  shall  have  a grade  of  approximately  2% 
(i.e.,  1"  crown  on  a 14’  wide  road). 

/ / Ditching  will  be  required  on  one  or  both  sides 

of  the  roadway  as  shown  on  the 

attached  map  or  as  staked  in  the  field. 

/ / Flat-blading  is  authorized  on  segment(s) 

delineated  on  the  attached  map. 

29.  DRAINAGE 

Drainage  control  shall  be  ensured  over  the  entire 
road  through  the  use  of  borrow  ditches,  outsloping, 
insloping,  natural  rolling  topography,  lead-off 
(turnout)  ditches,  culverts,  and/or  drainage  dips. 

A.  All  lead-off  ditches  shall  be  graded  to 
drain  water  with  a 1 percent  minimum  to  3 percent 
maximum  ditch  slope.  The  spacing  interval  for 
lead-off  ditches  shall  be  determined  according  to 
the  following  table,  but  may  be  amended 
depending  upon  existing  soil  types  and  centerline 
road  slope  (in  %); 
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SPACING  INTERVAL  FOR  TURNOUT  DITCHES 
Percent  slope  Spacing  inten/al 


1 

o 

4% 

400’  - 150’ 

4%  - 

6% 

250’  - 125’ 

1 

CD 

8% 

200’  - 100’ 

8%  - 

10% 

150’  - 75’ 

A typical  lead-off  ditch  has  a minimum  depth  of  1 
foot  below  and  a berm  6 inches  above  natural 
ground  level.  The  berm  will  be  on  the  down-slope 
side  of  the  lead-off  ditch.  The  ditch  end  will  tie  into 
vegetation  whenever  possible. 

For  this  road  the  spacing  interval  for  lead-off 
ditches  shall  be  at 

/ / 400  foot  intervals. 

/ ! foot  intervals. 

/ ! locations  staked  in  the  field  as  per  spacing 

intervals  above. 

/ ! locations  delineated  on  the  attached  map. 

B.  Culvert  pipes  shall  be  used  for  cross 
drains  where  drainage  dips  or  low  water  crossings 
are  not  feasible.  The  minimum  culvert  diameter 
must  be  18  inches.  Any  culvert  pipe  installed  shall 
be  of  sufficient  diameter  to  pass  the  anticipated 
flow  of  water.  Culvert  location  and  required 
diameter  are  shown  on  the  attached  map  {Further 
details  can  be  obtained  from  the  Roswell  District 
Office  or  the  appropriate  Resource  Area  Office). 

C.  On  road  slopes  exceeding  2%,  drainage 
dips  shall  drain  water  into  an  adjacent  lead-off 
ditch.  Drainage  dip  location  and  spacing  shall  be 
determined  by  the  formula: 

spacing  interval  = 400’ + 100’ 

road  slope  in  % 

Example;  4%  slope:  spacing  interval  = 400  + 1 00 

4 

= 200  feet 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

SPACING  INTERVAL  FOR  TURNOUT  DITCHES 


Percent  slope 

Spacing  interval 

0%  - 4% 

400’  - 150’ 

4%  - 6% 

250’  - 125’ 

6%  - 8% 

200’  - 100’ 

8%  - 10% 

150’  - 75’ 

A typical  lead-off  ditch  has  a minimum  depth  of  1 
foot  below  and  a berm  6 inches  above  natural 
ground  level.  The  berm  will  be  on  the  down-slope 
side  of  the  lead-off  ditch.  The  ditch  end  will  tie  into 

vegetation  whenever  possible. 

For  this  road  the  spacing  interval  for  lead-off 
ditches  shall  be  at 

/ ! 400  foot  intervals. 

/ ! foot  intervals. 

/ ! locations  staked  in  the  field  as  per  spacing 

intervals  above. 

/ / locations  delineated  on  the  attached  map. 

B.  Culvert  pipes  shall  be  used  for  cross 
drains  where  drainage  dips  or  low  water  crossings 
are  not  feasible.  The  minimum  culvert  diameter 
must  be  1 8 inches.  Any  culvert  pipe  installed  shall 
be  of  sufficient  diameter  to  pass  the  anticipated 
flow  of  water.  Culvert  location  and  required 
diameter  are  shown  on  the  attached  map  (Further 
details  can  be  obtained  from  the  Roswell  District 
Office  or  the  appropriate  Resource  Area  Office). 

C.  On  road  slopes  exceeding  2%,  drainage 
dips  shall  drain  water  into  an  adjacent  lead-off 
ditch.  Drainage  dip  location  and  spacing  shall  be 
determined  by  the  formula: 

spacing  interval  = 400’ -t- 100’ 

road  slope  in  % 

Example;  4%  slope:  spacing  interval  = 400  + 100 

4 

= 200  ft. 
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30.  TURNOUTS 

Unless  otherwise  approved  by  the  Authorized 
Officer,  vehicle  turnouts  will  be  required.  Turnouts 
will  be  located  at  2000-foot  intervals,  or  the 
turnouts  will  be  intervisible,  whichever  is  less. 
Turnouts  will  conform  to  the  following  diagram: 


CENTER  LINE  OF  ROADWAY  - - - 


TURNOUT  - 10’  WIDE 


k-25’->l<- 50’ ^|<-25’->l 

STANDARD  TURNOUT  - PLAN  VIEW 

31.  SURFACING 

Surfacing  of  the  road  or  those  portions  identified  on 
the  attached  map  may,  at  the  direction  of  the 
Authorized  Officer,  be  required,  if  necessary,  to 
maintain  traffic  within  the  right-of-way  with  caliche, 
gravel,  or  other  surfacing  material  which  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  When 
surfacing  is  required,  surfacing  materials  will  be 
compacted  to  a minimum  thickness  of  six  inches 
with  caliche  material.  The  width  of  surfacing  shall 
be  no  less  than  the  driving  surface.  Prior  to  using 
any  mineral  materials  from  an  existing  or  proposed 
Federal  source,  authorization  must  be  obtained 
from  the  Authorized  Officer. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
30.  TURNOUTS 

Unless  otherwise  approved  by  the  Authorized 
Officer,  vehicle  turnouts  will  be  required.  Turnouts 
will  be  located  at  2000-foot  intervals,  or  the 
turnouts  will  be  intervisible,  whichever  is  less. 
Turnouts  will  conform  to  the  following  diagram: 


CENTER  LINE  OF  ROADWAY 


TURNOUT  - 10’  WIDE 

3 

3-1— 25’-- ®3-. 50 .@3-,— 25’— 

®3 


STANDARD  TURNOUT  - PLAN  VIEW 
31.  SURFACING 

Surfacing  of  the  road  or  those  portions  identified  on 
the  attached  map  may,  at  the  direction  of  the 
Authorized  Officer,  be  required,  if  necessary  and 
economically  available,  to  maintain  traffic  within  the 
right-of-way  with  caliche,  gravel,  or  other  surfacing 
material  which  shall  be  approved  by  the  Authorized 
Officer.  When  surfacing  is  required,  surfacing 
materials  will  be  compacted  to  a minimum 
thickness  of  six  inches  with  caliche  material.  The 
width  of  surfacing  shall  be  no  less  than  the  driving 
surface.  Prior  to  using  any  mineral  materials  from 
an  existing  or  proposed  Federal  source, 
authorization  must  be  obtained  from  the  Authorized 
Officer. 
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32.  CATTLEGUARDS 

Where  used,  all  cattleguard  grids  and  foundation 
designs  and  construction  shall  meet  the  American 
Association  of  State  Highway  and  Transportation 
Officials  (AASHTO)  Load  Rating  H-20,  although 
AASHTO  U-80  rated  grids  shall  be  required  where 
heavy  loads  (exceeding  H-20  loading),  are 
anticipated  (See  BLM  standard  drawings  for 
cattleguards).  Cattleguard  grid  length  shall  not  be 
less  than  8 feet  and  width  of  not  less  than  1 4 feet. 
A wire  gate  (16-foot  minimum  width)  will  be 
provided  on  one  side  of  the  cattleguard  unless 
requested  otherwise  by  the  surface  user. 

33.  MAINTENANCE 

A.  The  holder  shall  maintain  the  road  in  a safe, 
usable  condition.  A maintenance  program  shall 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to  blading,  ditching, 
culvert  installation,  culvert  cleaning,  drainage 
installation,  cattleguard  maintenance,  and 
surfacing. 

B.  Failure  of  the  holder  to  share  maintenance 
costs  in  dollars,  equipment,  materials,  or  manpower 
proportionate  to  the  holders  use  with  other 
authorized  users  may  be  adequate  grounds  to 
terminate  the  authorization.  The  determination  as 
to  whether  this  has  occurred  and  the  decision  to 
terminate  shall  rest  with  the  Authorized  Officer. 
Upon  request,  the  Authorized  Officer  shall  be 
provided  with  copies  of  any  maintenance 
agreement  entered  into. 

34.  PUBLIC  ACCESS 

[^•..^ilic  access  along  this  road  will  not  be  restricted 
by  the  holder  without  specific  written  approval 
being  granted  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  Gates  or 
cattleguards  on  public  lands  will  not  be  locked  or 
closed  to  public  use  unless  closure  is  specifically 
determined  to  be  necessary  and  is  authorized  in 
writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 


35.  ROAD  REHABILITATION  SPECIFICATIONS 

When  the  road  is  abandoned,  it  will  be  ripped  at 
least  sixteen  inches  deep,  including  turnouts.  The 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

32.  CATTLEGUARDS 

Where  used,  all  cattleguard  grids  and  foundation 
designs  and  construction  shall  meet  the  American 
Association  of  State  Highway  and  Transportation 
Officials  (AASHTO)  Load  Rating  H-20,  although 
AASHTO  U-80  rated  grids  shall  be  required  where 
heavy  loads  (exceeding  H-20  loading),  are 
anticipated  (See  BLM  standard  drawings  for 
cattleguards).  Cattleguard  grid  length  shall  not  be 
less  than  8 feet  and  width  of  not  less  than  14  feet. 
A wire  gate  (16-foot  minimum  width)  will  be 
provided  on  one  side  of  the  cattleguard  unless 
requested  otherwise  by  the  surface  user. 

33.  MAINTENANCE 

A.  The  holder  shall  maintain  the  road  in  an 
appropriate  and  usable  condition.  A maintenance 
program  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to  blading, 
ditching,  culvert  installation,  culvert  cleaning, 
drainage  installation,  cattleguard  maintenance,  and 
surfacing. 

B.  Failure  of  the  holder  to  share  maintenance 
costs  in  dollars,  equipment,  materials,  or 
manpower  proportionate  to  the  holders  use  with 
other  authorized  users  may  be  adequate  grounds 
to  terminate  the  authorization.  Thirty  days  written 
notice  and  opportunity  for  meeting  between  the 
authorized  user  and  the  authorizing  officer  shall  be 
given  prior  to  initiating  termination  procedures. 
Upon  request,  the  Authorized  Officer  may  be 
provided  with  copies  of  any  maintenance 
agreement  entered  into. 

34.  PUBLIC  ACCESS 

Public  access  along  this  road  will  not  be  restricted 
by  the  holder  without  specific  written  approval 
being  granted  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  Gates  or 
cattleguards  on  public  lands  will  not  be  locked  or 
closed  to  public  use  unless  closure  is  specifically 
determined  to  be  necessary  and  is  authorized  in 
writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  Roads  built  and 
maintained  by  the  holder  shall  be  considered 
primitive  roads  to  all  other  users. 

35.  ROAD  REHABILITATION  SPECIFICATIONS 

Unless  the  road  and  its  future  maintenance  and 
rehabilitation  is  accepted  by  the  BLM,  when  the 
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caliche  may  be  reclaimed  for  re-use  before  ripping, 
if  so  desired.  Alternately,  the  caliche  can  be 
plowed  under  with  a grader,  or  other  soil  turning 
device,  and  the  plowed  surface  disked  before 
seeding.  All  culverts  or  other  structures  will  be 
removed.  All  fill  material  will  be  replaced  into  the 
cut  areas;  barrow  and  lead-off  ditches,  drainage 
dips,  or  other  erosion  control  earthwork  will  be  filled 
or  smoothed;  and  the  abandoned  road  returned  to 
the  natural  contours,  as  closely  as  possible.  Water 
breaks  at  least  eight  inches  high  will  be 
constructed  as  shown  on  accompanying  Illustration 
Sheet.  Traffic  barriers  will  be  installed  at  all 
vehicular  access  points  to  prevent  further  use  of 
the  road. 


Reseed  the  entire  area  with  the  following  mixture 
(to  be  determined  by  DPC). 

All  disturbed  areas  are  to  be  seeded  with  the  seed 
mixture  listed  above.  The  seed  and  any  fertilizer 
involved  are  to  be  applied  together  by  broadcasting 
with  a seed  spreader,  then  harrowed  for  seed 
coverage.  Use  of  a seed  drill  is  acceptable. 
Appropriate  measures  will  be  taken  to  ensure  that 
the  seed/fertilizer  mixture  is  evenly  and  uniformly 
planted.  There  will  be  no  primary  or  secondary 
noxious  weeds  in  the  seed  mixture.  Seed  will  be 
tested  for  viability  and  purity  in  accordance  with 
State  law(s)  within  nine  months  prior  to  purchase. 
Commercial  seed  will  be  either  certified  or 
registered  and  the  seed  mixture  container  will  be 
tagged  in  accordance  with  State  law(s).  The  seed 
will  be  available  for  inspection  by  the  Authorized 
Officer.  The  seeding  will  be  repeated  until  a 
satisfactory  stand  is  established  as  determined  by 
the  Authorized  Officer.  Evaluation  of  growth  will 
not  be  made  before  completion  of  the  first  growing 
season  after  seeding. 

Normally,  the  best  time  for  seeding  is  between 
June  15  and  September  15.  However,  the  grantee 
may  reseed  immediately  after  completing  surface 
abandonment  procedures.  In  any  event,  the  BLM 
reserves  the  right  to  require  reseeding  at  a specific 
time  if  seed  does  not  germinate  after  one  complete 
growing  season. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

road  is  abandoned,  it  will  be  ripped  no  more  than 
sixteen  inches  deep,  including  turnouts.  The 
caliche  may  be  reclaimed  for  re-use  before  ripping, 
if  so  desired,  alternatiely,  the  caliche  can  be 
plowed  under  with  a grader,  or  other  soil  turning 
device,  and  the  plowed  surface  disked  before 
seeding.  All  culverts  or  other  structures  will  be 
removed,  unless  approved  otherwise  by  the 
authorized  officer,  all  fill  material  will  be  replaced 
into  the  cut  areas;  barrow  and  lead-off  ditches, 
drainage  dips,  or  other  erosion  control  earthwork 
will  be  filled  or  smoothed;  and  the  abandoned  road 
returned  to  the  natural  contours,  as  closely  as 
possible.  Water  breaks  at  least  eight  inches  high 
will  be  constructed  as  shown  on  accompanying 
Illustration  Sheet.  Traffic  barriers  will  be  installed 
at  all  vehicular  access  points  to  prevent  further  use 
of  the  road. 

Reseed  the  entire  area  with  a mixture  that  is 
representative  of  the  native  grass  and  plants. 

All  disturbed  areas  are  to  be  seeded  with  the  seed 
mixture  listed  above.  The  seed  and  any  fertilizer 
involved  are  to  be  applied  together  by  broadcasting 
with  a seed  spreader,  then  harrowed  for  seed 
coverage.  Use  of  a seed  drill  is  acceptable. 
Appropriate  measures  will  be  taken  to  ensure  that 
the  seed/fertilizer  mixture  is  evenly  and  uniformly 
planted.  There  will  be  no  primary  or  secondary 
noxious  weeds  in  the  seed  mixture.  Seed  will  be 
tested  for  viability  and  purity  in  accordance  with 
State  law(s)  within  nine  months  prior  to  purchase. 
Commercial  seed  will  be  either  certified  or 
registered  and  the  seed  mixture  container  will  be 
tagged  in  accordance  with  State  law(s).  The  seed 
will  be  available  for  inspection  by  the  Authorized 
Officer.  The  seeding  will  be  attempted  two  times 
prior  to  the  release  of  the  authorized  user. 
Evaluation  of  growth  will  not  be  made  before 
completion  of  the  first  growing  season  after 
seeding. 

Normally,  the  best  time  for  seeding  is  between 
June  15  and  September  15.  However,  the  grantee 
may  reseed  immediately  after  completing  surface 
abandonment  procedures. 
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Contact  the  appropriate  resource  area  office 
(Phone  No.)  at  least  two  working  days  before  the 
start  of  reseeding  activities  or  if  there  are  any 
questions. 

OVERHEAD  ELECTRIC  DISTRIBUTION  LINES 

36.  The  holder  shall  conduct  all  activities 
associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
termination  of  the  powerline  within  the  authorized 
limits. 

37.  No  blading  or  clearing  of  any  vegetation  will  be 
allowed  unless  approved  in  writing  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

38.  Powerlines  shall  be  constructed  to  standards 
outlined  in  "Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor 
Protection  on  Powerlines,"  Raptor  Research 
Foundation,  Inc.,  1981,  unless  otherwise  agreed  to 
by  the  Authorized  Officer  in  writing. 

The  holder  shall  assume  the  burden  and  expense 
of  proving  that  pole  designs  not  shown  in  the 
above  publication  are  "eagle  safe."  Such  proof 
shall  be  provided  by  a raptor  expert  approved  by 
the  Authorized  Officer.  The  BLM  reserves  the  right 
to  require  modifications  or  additions  to  all  power 
line  structures  placed  this  authorization,  should 
they  be  necessary  to  ensure  the  safety  of  large 
perching  birds.  Such  modification  and/or  additions 
shall  be  made  by  the  holder  without  liability  or 
expense  to  the  United  States. 

39.  The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to 
existing  fences  and  other  improvements  on  public 
lands.  The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair 
impacted  improvements  to  at  least  their  former 
state.  The  holder  shall  contact  the  owner  of  any 
improvements  prior  to  disturbing  them.  When 
necessary  to  pass  through  a fence  line,  the  fence 
will  be  braced  on  both  sidesof  the  passageway 
prior  to  cutting  of  the  fence.  No  permanent  gates 
will  be  allowed  unless  approved  by  the  Authorized 
Officer. 

40.  Construction  holes  left  open  over  night  shall 
be  covered.  Covers  shall  be  secured  in  place  and 
shall  be  strong  enough  to  prevent  livestock  or 
wildlife  from  falling  through  and  into  a hole. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

Contact  the  appropriate  resource  area  office 
(Phone  No.)  at  least  two  working  days  before  the 
start  of  reseeding  activities  or  if  there  are  any 
questions. 

Overhead  Electric  Distribution  Lines 

36.  The  holder  shall  conduct  all  activities 
associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
termination  of  the  powerline  within  the  authorized 
limits. 

37.  No  blading  or  clearing  of  any  vegetation  will 
be  allowed  unless  approved  in  writing  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

38.  Powerlines  shall  be  constructed  to  standards 
outlined  in  "Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor 
Protection  on  Powerlines,"  Raptor  Research 
Foundation,  Inc.,  1981 , unless  otherwise  agreed  to 
by  the  Authorized  Officer  in  writing. 

The  holder  shall  assume  the  burden  and  expense 
of  proving  that  pole  designs  not  shown  in  the 
above  publication  are  "eagle  safe."  Such  proof 
shall  be  provided  by  a raptor  expert  approved  by 
the  Authorized  Officer. 


39.  The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to 
existing  fences  and  other  improvements  on  public 
lands.  The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair 
impacted  improvements  to  at  least  their  former 
state.  The  holder  shall  take  reasonable  efforts  to 
contact  the  owner  of  any  improvements  prior  to 
disturbing  them.  When  necessary  to  pass  through 
a fence  line,  the  fence  will  be  braced  on  both  sides 
of  the  passageway  prior  to  cutting  of  the  fence.  No 
permanent  gates  will  be  allowed  unless  approved 
by  the  owner  of  the  fence. 

40.  Construction  holes  left  open  over  night  shall 
be  covered  or  clearly  marked.  Covers  shall  be 
secured  in  place  and  shall  be  strong  enough  to 
prevent  livestock  or  wildlife  from  falling  through  and 
into  a hole.  Marking  shall  make  the  presence  of 
the  hole  visible. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

41 . The  holder  shall  evenly  spread  the  excess  soil 
excavated  from  pole  holes  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the  pole  structure. 

42.  The  BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this 
authorization  grant  shall  be  posted  in  a permanent, 
conspicuous  manner,  and  be  maintained  in  a 
legible  condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization  at 
all  major  road  crossings  and  at  all  serviced 
facilities.  Numbers  will  be  at  least  two  inches  high 
and  will  be  affixed  to  the  pole  nearest  the  road 
crossing  and  at  the  facilities  served. 

43.  Upon  cancellation,  relinquishment,  or 
expiration  of  this  grant,  the  holder  shall  comply  with 
those  abandonment  procedures  as  prescribed  by 
the  Authorized  Officer. 

44.  All  surface  structures  (poles,  lines, 
transformers,  etc.)  shall  be  removed  within 

days  of  abandonment,  relinquishment,  or 

termination  of  use  of  the  serviced  facilities  or  within 

days  of  abandonment,  relinquishment,  or 

termination  of  this  authorization,  whichever  comes 
first.  This  will  not  apply  where  the  powerline 
extends  to  serve  an  active,  adjoining  facility  or 
facilities. 

COMMUNICATION  SITES 

45.  The  authorization  is  conditioned  upon  the 
submission  of  a copy  of  an  approved  license 
and/or  renewal  license  granted  by  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  (FCC)  or  the 
Interdepartmental  Radio  Advisory  Committee 
(I RAC)  for  each  electronic  station  installation 
authorized  or  future  amendments  of  this 
authorization.  A copy  of  the  FCC  or  I RAC 
authorization  shall  be  submitted  within  90  days  o< 
issuance  of  this  authorization  or  within  90  days 
following  approval  of  an  amendment  to  this 
authorization.  Failure  to  submit  the  FCC  or  I RAC 
authorization  copy  within  the  time  specified  shall  be 
grounds  for  termination  of  this  authorization  or 
cancellation  of  an  amendment  to  this  authorization. 
The  Authorized  Officer  may  grant  an  extension  of 
up  to  90  days,  if  requested  in  writing  by  the  holder. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

41 . The  holder  shall  evenly  spread  the  excess  soil 
excavated  from  pole  holes  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the  pole  structure. 

42.  The  BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this 
authorization  grant  shall  be  posted  in  a permanent, 
conspicuous  manner,  and  be  maintained  in  a 
legible  condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization  at 
all  major  road  crossings  and  at  all  serviced 
facilities.  Numbers  will  be  at  least  two  inches  high 
and  will  be  affixed  to  the  pole  nearest  the  road 
crossing  and  at  the  facilities  served. 

43.  Upon  cancellation,  relinquishment,  or 
expiration  of  this  grant,  the  holder  shall  comply  with 
those  abandonment  procedures  as  agreed  to  in  the 
original  permit  authorizing  use. 

44.  All  surface  structures  (poles,  lines, 
transformers,  etc.)  shall  be  removed  within 

days  of  abandonment,  relinquishment,  or 

termination  of  use  of  the  serviced  facilities  or  within 

days  of  abandonment,  relinquishment,  or 

termination  of  this  authorization,  whichever  comes 
first.  This  will  not  apply  where  the  powerline 
extends  to  serve  an  active,  adjoining  facility  or 
facilities. 

Communication  Sites 

45.  The  authorization  is  conditioned  upon  the 
submission  of  a copy  of  an  approved  license 
and/or  renewal  license  granted  by  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  (FCC)  or  the 
Interdepartmental  Radio  Advisory  Committee 
(I RAC)  for  each  electronic  station  installation 
authorized  or  future  amendments  of  this 
authorization.  A copy  of  the  FCC  or  IRAC 
authorization  shall  be  submitted  within  90  days  of 
issuance  of  this  authorization  or  within  90  days 
following  approval  of  an  amendment  to  this 
authorization.  The  Authorized  Officer  may  grant  an 
extension  of  up  to  90  days,  if  requested  in  writing 
by  the  holder. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

46.  The  holder  and  its  subleases  shall  at  all  times 
operate  their  radio-electronic  equipment  in  such  a 
manner  as  not  to  cause  interference  with  radio- 
electronic  operations  of  existing  users  in  the 
vicinity.  If  such  interference  results  from  holder’s 
or  sublessee’s  operations,  holder  shall  promptly,  at 
its  own  expense,  modify  the  equipment  and 
operations,  or  shut  down  if  necessary  to  eliminate 
or  reduce  the  interference  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
FCC,  IRAC,  and/or  the  Authorized  Officer. 

47.  The  holder  shall  notify  the  Authorized  Officer 
of  any  intent  to  locate  additional  users  within  or 
upon  their  existing,  not  less  than  45  days  prior  to 
occupancy  of  holder’s  facilities.  Information  that 
must  be  included  is: 

a.  Name,  current  address,  and  phone  number  of 
the  third  party  user(s). 

b.  Expected  date  of  occupancy. 

c.  A photo  or  sketch  of  the  type  of  antennas  to  be 
installed,  as  well  as  any  other  planned  physical 
changes  to  the  exterior  facilities  operated  by  the 
holder.  If  the  proposed  use  is  not  specified  in  the 
original  authorization  shall  be  required. 

48.  No  less  than  45  days  prior  to  occupancy  of  the 
holder’s  facility,  the  holder  shall  notify  existing 
users  within  a 1-mile  radius  that  the  holder  intends 
to  accommodate  a new  communication  user  in  its 
facility.  Existing  users  can  then  file  any  comments 
pertaining  to  potential  frequency  or  electromagnetic 
problems  with  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission,  1919  M Street  NW,  Washington,  DC 
20554,  with  a copy  to  the  Authorized  Officer. 

49.  The  holder  shall  be  responsible  'or  the  actions 
and  operations  of  any  third  party  users  associated 
with  this  facility.  All  such  use  shall  be  subject  to 
the  applicable  terms,  conditions,  and  stipulations  of 
this  authorization. 

50.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder 
to  blend  with  the  natural  color  of  the  landscape. 
The  paint  used  shall  be  a color  which  simulates 
"Standard  Environmental  Colors"  designated  by  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Five-State  Interagency  Committee. 

The  color  selected  for  this  project  is , Munsell 

Soil  Color  Chart  Number . 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

46.  The  holder  and  its  subleases  shall  at  all  times 
operate  their  radio-electronic  equipment  in  such  a 
manner  as  not  to  cause  interference  with  radio- 
electronic  operations  of  existing  users  in  the 
vicinity.  If  such  interference  results  from  holder’s 
or  sublessee’s  operations,  holder  shall  promptly,  at 
its  own  expense,  modify  the  equipment  and 
operations,  or  shut  down  if  necessary  to  eliminate 
or  reduce  the  interference  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
FCC,  IRAC,  and/or  the  Authorized  Officer. 

47.  The  holder  shall  notify  the  Authorized  Officer 
of  any  intent  to  locate  additional  users  within  or 
upon  their  existing,  not  less  than  45  days  prior  to 
occupancy  of  holder’s  facilities.  Information  that 
must  be  included  is: 

a.  Name,  current  address,  and  phone  number  of 
the  third  party  user(s). 

b.  Expected  date  of  occupancy. 

c.  A photo  or  sketch  of  the  type  of  antennas  to  be 
installed,  as  well  as  any  other  planned  physical 
changes  to  the  exterior  facilities  operated  by  the 
holder.  If  the  proposed  use  is  not  specified  in  the 
original  authorization  shall  be  required. 

48.  No  less  than  45  days  prior  to  occupancy  of  the 
holder’s  facility,  the  holder  shall  notify  existing 
users  within  a 1 -mile  radius  that  the  holder  intends 
to  accommodate  a new  communication  user  in  its 
facility.  Existing  users  can  then  file  any  comments 
pertaining  to  potential  frequency  or  electromagnetic 
problems  with  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission,  1919  M Street  NW,  Washington,  DC 
20554,  with  a copy  to  the  Authorized  Officer. 

49.  The  holder  shall  br-  r -sponsible  for  the  actions 
and  operations  of  any  third  party  users  associated 
with  this  facility.  All  such  use  shall  be  subject  to 
the  applicable  terms,  conditions,  and  stipulations  of 
this  authorization. 

50.  Ail  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder. 
No  paint  scheme  shall  be  required. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

51.  The  holder  shall  post  signs  designating  the 
BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  facility  at  the 
points  of  entry  to  and  exit  from  the  site.  These 
signs  shall  be  posted  in  a permanent,  conspicuous 
manner,  and  shall  be  maintained  in  a legible 
condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization. 

52.  The  holder  agrees  to  share  road  maintenance 
costs  with  all  present  and  future  users  of  the 
access  road.  At  such  future  time  as  a Users 
Association  for  this  communication  site  is  formed, 
the  holder  shall  join  the  Users  Association  and 
remain  a member  in  good  standing.  Within  30 
days  of  the  creation  of  such  Users  Association  the 
holder  shall  provide  the  authorized  officer  with 
evidence  of  membership.  Failure  of  the  holder  to 
join  the  Users  Association  and  remain  a member  in 
good  standing  shall  constitute  sufficient  grounds  for 
termination  of  this  authorization. 

OIL  AND  GAS  RELATED  SITES  (RIGHT-OF-WAY) 

53.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder 
to  blend  with  the  natural  color  of  the  landscape. 
The  paint  used  shall  be  a color  which  simulates 
"Standard  Environmental  Colors"  designated  by  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Five-State  Interagency  Committee. 

The  color  selected  for  this  project  is , Munsell 

Soil  Color  Chart  Number 


54.  The  holder  shall  post  a sign  designating  the 
BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  authorization  in 
a permanent,  conspicuous  location  on  the  site 
where  the  sign  will  be  visible  from  the  entry  to  the 
site.  This  sign  will  be  maintained  in  a legible 
condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization. 

SALTWATER  DISPOSAL  WELLS  (COMMERCIAL) 

55.  This  permit  is  subject  to  all  terms,  conditions, 
and  stipulations  of  the  NMOCD  approval  and 
applicable  Roswell  District  General  Requirements 
for  Oil  and  Gas  Operations  on  Federal  Leases 
(copy  attached). 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

51 . The  holder  shall  post  signs  designating  the 
BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  facility  at  the 
points  of  entry  to  and  exit  from  the  site.  These 
signs  shall  be  posted  in  a permanent,  conspicuous 
manner,  and  shall  be  maintained  in  a legible 
condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization. 

52.  The  holder  agrees  to  share  road  maintenance 
costs  with  all  present  and  future  users  of  the 
access  road.  At  such  future  time  as  a Users 
Association  for  this  communication  site  is  formed, 
the  holder  shall  join  the  Users  Association  and 
remain  a member  in  good  standing.  Within  30 
days  of  the  creation  of  such  Users  Association  the 
holder  shall  provide  the  authorized  officer  with 
evidence  of  membership.  Failure  of  the  holder  to 
join  the  Users  Association  and  remain  a member 
in  good  standing  shall  constitute  sufficient  grounds 
for  termination  of  this  authorization. 

Oil  and  Gas  Related  Sites  (right-of-way) 

53.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder. 
No  paint  scheme  shall  be  required. 


54.  The  holder  shall  post  a sign  designating  the 
BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  authorization 
in  a permanent,  conspicuous  location  on  the  site 
where  the  sign  will  be  visible  from  the  entry  to  the 
site.  This  sign  will  be  maintained  in  a legible 
condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization. 

Saltwater  Disposal  Wells  (Commercial) 

55.  This  permit  is  subject  to  all  terms,  conditions, 
and  stipulations  of  the  NMOCD  approval  and 
applicatDie  Roswell  District  General  Requirements 
for  Oil  and  Gas  Operations  on  Federal  Leases 
(copy  attached). 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

56.  The  holder  shall  be  liable  for  damage  or  injury 
to  the  United  States  to  the  extent  provided  by  43 
CFR  Sec.**2803/2883*M-4.  The  holder  shall  be 
held  to  a standard  of  strict  liability  for  damage  or 
injury  to  the  United  States  resulting  from  fire  or  soil 
movement  (including  landslides  and  slumps  as  well 
as  wind  and  water  caused  movement  of  particles) 
caused  or  substantially  aggravated  by  any  of  the 
following  within  the  authorized  site  or  facilities: 

A.  Activities  of  the  holder,  including  but  not  limited 
to,  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 
termination  of  the  facility. 

B.  Activities  of  other  parties  including  but  not 
limited  to: 

(1) .  Land  clearing. 

(2) .  Earth-disturbing  and  earth-moving  work. 

(3) .  Blasting. 

(4) .  Vandalism  and  sabotage. 

The  maximum  limitation  for  such  strict  liability 
damages  shall  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
($1 ,000,000)  for  any  one  event  and  any  liability  in 
excess  of  such  amount  shall  be  determined  by  the 
ordinary  rules  of  negligence  of  the  jurisdiction  of  in 
which  the  damage  of  injury  occurred. 

This  section  shall  not  impose  strict  liability  for 
damage  or  injury  resulting  primarily  from  the 
negligent  acts  of  the  United  States. 

57.  As  a guarantee  of  faithful  performance  of  the 
provisions  of  this  grant,  the  holder  agrees  to  deliver 
and  maintain  a surety  bond,  or  other  performance 
security  acceptable  to  the  Authorized  Officer,  in  the 
amount  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars 
($25,000.00).  Should  the  sureties  or  bonds 
delivered  under  this  grant  become  unsatisfactory  to 
the  Bureau,  the  holder  shall,  within  thirty  (30)  days 
of  demand,  furnish  a new  bond,  or  other 
acceptable  security,  with  surety. 

58.  The  holder  agrees  to  secure  the  prior  approval 

of  the  Authorized  Officer  before  commencing  any 
operations  such  as:  drilling  out  cement  plugs, 

cementing  operations,  perforating  (using  explosive 
or  hydraulic  fracturing),  deepening,  altering  or 
pulling  a portion  of  the  well’s  casing,  plugging 
operations,  or  any  other  operation  affecting  the 
well. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

56.  The  holder  shall  be  liable  for  damage  or  injury 
to  the  United  States  to  the  extent  provided  by  43 
CFR  Sec. **2803/2883**.  1-4.  The  holder  shall  be 
held  to  a standard  of  gross  negligence  for  damage 
or  injury  to  the  United  States  resulting  from  fire  or 
soil  movement  (including  landslides  and  slumps  as 
well  as  wind  and  water  caused  movement  of 
particles)  caused  or  substantially  aggravated  by 
any  of  the  following  within  the  authorized  site  or 
facilities: 

A.  Activities  of  the  holder,  including  but  not  limited 
to,  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 
termination  of  the  facility. 


The  maximum  limitation  for  such  gross  negligence 
damages  shall  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
($1 ,000,000)  for  any  one  event  and  any  liability  in 
excess  of  such  amount  shall  be  determined  by  the 
ordinary  rules  of  negligence  of  the  jurisdiction  of  in 
which  the  damage  of  injury  occurred. 

This  section  shall  not  impose  strict  liability  or  gross 
negligence  for  damage  or  injury  resulting  primarily 
from  the  negligent  acts  of  the  United  States. 


58.  The  holder  agrees  to  secure  the  prior  approval 
of  the  Authorized  Officer  before  commencing  any 
operations  such  as:  drilling  out  cement  plugs, 

cementing  operations,  perforating  (using  explosive 
or  hydraulic  fracturing),  deepening,  altering  or 
pulling  a portion  of  the  well’s  casing,  plugging 
operations,  or  any  other  operation  affecting  the 
well. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

59.  The  holder  agrees  to  use  the  well  solely  for 
salt  water  disposal.  No  other  substance^including 
oil,  condensates,  sludge,  drilling  fluids,  other 
chemicals,  or  any  toxic  pollutant  (as  this  term  is 
defined  under  the  Clean  Water  Act  40  CFR  104- 
149,  Section  502)— shall  be  injected. 

60.  At  any  time  deemed  necessary  by  the 
Authorized  Officer,  earthen  dikes  shall  be 
constructed  and  maintained  around  all  tanks, 
vessels,  and  storage  facilities.  These  dikes  will  be 
designed  to  contain  at  least  150  percent  of  the 
contents  of  the  facility. 

61.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder 
to  blend  with  the  natural  color  of  the  landscape. 
The  paint  used  shall  be  a color  which  simulates 
"Standard  Environmental  Colors"  designated  by  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Five-State  Interagency  Committee. 

The  color  selected  for  this  project  is , Munsell 

Soil  Color  Chart  Number . 


62.  The  holder  shall  post  a sign  in  a permanent, 
conspicuous  location  at  the  site.  At  a minimum, 
the  sign  will  state  the  holder’s  name,  the  well 
name,  the  BLM  serial  number,  and  the  legal 
location  by  township,  range,  and  quarter-quarter  of 
section.  The  sign  will  be  maintained  in  a legible 
condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization. 

63.  Upon  cancellation,  relinquishment,  or 
expiration  of  this  authorization,  the  holder  shall 
comply  with  those  abandonment  procedures, 
including  restoration  and  decontamination  (if 
necessary)  of  the  surface  and  plugging  of  the  well 
bore,  as  prescribed  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Buried  1 elephone  Cables 

64.  The  holder  shall  conduct  all  activities 
associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
termination  of  the  telephone  line  within  the 
authorized  limits. 

65.  There  shall  be  no  clearing  or  blading  of  the 
telephone  route  unless  otherwise  agreed  to  in 
writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

59.  The  holder  agrees  to  use  the  well  solely  for 
salt  water  disposal.  No  other  substance'  including 
oil,  condensates,  sludge,  drilling  fluids,  other 
chemicals,  or  any  toxic  pollutant  (as  this  term  is 
defined  under  the  Clean  Water  Act  40  CFR  104- 
149,  Section  502)  shall  be  injected. 

60.  Upon  a showing  by  the  Authorized  Officer  that 
earthen  dikes  are  necessary,  earthen  dikes  shall 
be  constructed  and  maintained  around  all  tanks, 
vessels,  and  storage  facilities.  These  dikes  will  be 
designed  to  contain  at  least  125  percent  of  the 
contents  of  the  facility. 

61.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted.  No  paint 
scheme  shall  be  required. 


62.  The  holder  shall  post  a sign  in  a permanent, 
conspicuous  location  at  the  site.  At  a minimum, 
the  sign  will  state  the  holder’s  name,  the  well 
name,  the  BLM  serial  number,  and  the  legal 
location  by  township,  range,  and  quarter-quarter  of 
section.  The  sign  will  be  maintained  in  a legible 
condition  for  the  term  of  the  authorization. 

63.  Upon  cancellation,  relinquishment,  or 
expiration  of  this  authorization,  the  holder  shall 
comply  with  those  abandonment  procedures, 
including  restoration  requirements  identified  at  the 
time  of  permitting  and  decontamination  (if 
necessary)  of  the  surface  and  plugging  of  the  well 
bore,  as  prescribed  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Buried  Telephone  Cables 

64.  The  holder  shall  conduct  all  activities 
associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
termination  of  the  telephone  line  within  the 
authorized  limits. 

65.  There  shall  be  no  clearing  or  blading  of  the 
telephone  route  unless  otherwise  agreed  to  in 
writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

66.  The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to 
existing  fences  and  other  improvements  on  public 
lands.  The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair 
impacted  improvements  to  at  least  their  former 
state.  The  holder  shall  contact  the  owner  of  any 
improvements  prior  to  disturbing  them.  When 
necessary  to  pass  through  a fence  line,  the  fence 
shall  be  braced  on  both  sides  of  the  passageway 
prior  to  cutting  of  the  fence.  No  permanent  gates 
shall  be  allowed  unless  approved  by  the  Authorized 
Officer. 

67.  Vegetation,  soil,  and  rocks  left  as  a result  of 
construction,  drilling,  or  maintenance  activity  shall 
be  randomly  scattered  over  the  project  area  and 
shall  not  be  left  in  rows,  piles,  or  berms,  unless 
otherwise  approved  by  the  authorized  officer.  A 
berm  shall  be  left  over  the  ditch  line  to  allow  for 
settling  back  to  grade. 

68.  The  holder  shall  post  signs  designating  the 
BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  authorization  at 
the  following  locations:  the  points  of  origin  and 
completion,  or  entry  to  and  exit  from  public  lands, 
of  the  telephone  line  and  at  all  major  road 
crossings.  These  signs  shall  be  posted  in  a 
permanent,  conspicuous  manner,  and  shall  be 
maintained  in  a legible  condition  for  the  term  of  the 
authorization. 

69.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder 
to  blend  with  the  natural  color  of  the  landscape. 
The  paint  used  shall  be  a color  which  simulates 
"Standard  Environmental  Colors"  designated  by  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Five-State  Interagency  Committee. 

The  color  selected  for  this  project  is , Munsell 

Soil  Color  Chart  Number . 

70.  The  holder  shall  not  use  the  telephone  cable 
route  as  a road  for  purposes  other  than  routine 
maintenance  as  determined  necessary  by  the 
Authorized  Officer  in  consultation  with  the  holder. 
The  holder  shall  take  whatever  steps  are 
necessary  to  ensure  that  the  telephone  cable  route 
is  not  used  as  a roadway. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

66.  The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to 
existing  fences  and  other  improvements  on  public 
lands.  The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair 
impacted  improvements  to  at  least  their  former 
state.  The  holder  shall  make  reasonable  efforts  to 
contact  the  owner  of  any  improvements  prior  to 
disturbing  them.  When  necessary  to  pass  through 
a fence  line,  the  fence  shall  be  braced  on  both 
sides  of  the  passageway  prior  to  cutting  of  the 
fence.  No  permanent  gates  shall  be  allowed 
unless  approved  by  the  fence  owner. 

67.  Vegetation,  soil,  and  rocks  left  as  a result  of 
construction,  drilling,  or  maintenance  activity  shall 
be  randomly  scattered  over  the  project  area  and 
shall  not  be  left  in  rows,  piles,  or  berms,  unless 
otherwise  approved  by  the  authorized  officer.  A 
berm  shall  be  left  over  the  ditch  line  to  allow  for 
settling  back  to  grade. 

68.  The  holder  shall  post  signs  designating  the 
BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  authorization 
at  the  following  locations:  the  points  of  origin  and 
completion,  or  entry  to  and  exit  from  public  lands, 
of  the  telephone  line  and  at  all  major  road 
crossings.  These  signs  shall  be  posted  in  a 
permanent,  conspicuous  manner,  and  shall  be 
maintained  in  a legible  condition  for  the  term  of  the 
authorization. 

69.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder. 
No  paint  scheme  shall  be  required. 


70.  The  holder  shall  not  use  the  telephone  cable 
route  as  a road  for  purposes  other  than  routine 
maintenance  as  determined  necessary  by  the 
Authorized  Officer  in  consultation  with  the  holder. 
The  holder  shall  take  steps  to  ensure  that  the 
telephone  cable  route  is  not  used  as  a roadway. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 
CATHODIC  PROTECTION  SITES 

71.  Unless  othenwise  approved,  in  writing,  by  the 
Authorized  Officer,  the  holder  shall  reseed  all 
surface  disturbed  by  construction  activities.  If 
reseeding  is  required,  it  will  be  done  according  the 
attached  seeding  requirements  (Exhibit  ),  using 
seed  mixture  as  determined  by  DPC. 

72.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder 
to  blend  with  the  natural  color  of  the  landscape. 
The  paint  used  shall  be  a color  which  simulates 
"Standard  Environmental  Colors"  designated  by  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Five-State  Interagency  Committee. 

The  color  selected  for  this  project  is Munsell 

Soil  Color  Chart  Number . 


73.  The  holder  shall  post  a sign  designating  the 
BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  authorization 
and  the  holder’s  name  at  the  site.  This  sign  will  be 
posted  in  a permanent,  conspicuous  manner,  and 
will  be  maintained  in  a legible  condition  for  the  term 
of  the  authorization. 

APPLICATION  FOR  PERMIT  TO  DRILL 

74.  The  operator  shall  post  signs  identifying  the 
location  permitted  herein  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  contained  On  Shore  Oil  and  Gas 
Order  #1  and  43  CFR  3162.6. 

THE  FOLLOWING  DATA  IS  REQUIRED 
ON  THE  WELL  SIGN: 

(example)  OPERATORS  NAME:  XYZ  Oil  & 
Gas  Company 

WELL  NAME  & NO:  #1  XYZ  Federal 
LEASE  NO.:  NM-XXXXX 

LOCATION:  XX’  FXL  & XX’  FXL  - 

Sec.  XX.  T.  XX  S.,  R.  XX  E.. 

COUNTY:  XXXXXX  . 


On  Lease  - Surface  Requirements  Prior  to  Drilling: 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
Cathodic  Protection  Sites 

71 . Unless  otherwise  approved,  in  writing,  by  the 
Authorized  Officer,  the  holder  shall  reseed  all 
surface  disturbed  by  construction  activities.  If 
reseeding  is  required,  it  will  be  done  according  the 
attached  seeding  requirements  (Exhibit  ),  using 
seed  mixture  representative  of  the  native  plants  in 
the  area. 

72.  All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to 
safety  requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder. 
No  paint  scheme  shall  be  required. 


73.  The  holder  shall  post  a sign  designating  the 
BLM  serial  number  assigned  to  this  authorization 
and  the  holder’s  name  at  the  site.  This  sign  will  be 
posted  in  a permanent,  conspicuous  manner,  and 
will  be  maintained  in  a legible  condition  for  the 
term  of  the  authorization. 

Application  For  Permit  To  Drill 

74.  The  operator  shall  post  signs  identifying  the 
location  permitted  herein  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  contained  On  Shore  Oil  and  Gas 
Order  #1  and  43  CFR  3162.6. 

THE  FOLLOWING  DATA  IS  REQUIRED 
ON  THE  WELL  SIGN: 

(example)  OPERATORS  NAME:  XYZ  Oil  & 
Gas  Company 

WELL  NAME  & NO:  #1  XYZ 

Federal 

LEASE  NO.:  NM-XXXXX 

LOCATION:  XX’  FXL  & XX’ 

FXL  - Sec.  XX.  T.  XX  S..  R.  XX  E.. 

COUNTY:  XXXXXX  . 

On  Lease  - Surface  Requirements  Prior  to  Drilling: 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

75.  The  approval  of  this  action  does  not  in  any  way 
grant  or  imply  approval  of  any  off-lease  or  off-unit 
action.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  applicant  to 
obtain  any  such  approvals  from  the  appropriate 
surface  managing  agency,  including  the  B.L.M., 
and/or  any  private  landowners. 

76.  The  BLM  will  monitor  construction  on  this  drill 

site.  Notify  the  appropriate  Resource  Area  Office, 
BLM  at  least  (spec if vl  working  days  prior  to 

commencing  construction  at  (505) . 

77.  Prior  to  commencing  construction  of  the  road, 
pad,  or  other  associated  developments,  the 
operator  shall  provide  the  dirt  contractor  with  a 
copy  of  the  approved  Surface  Use  Plan  and  the 
attached  Conditions  of  Approval. 

78.  All  vehicles  and  equipment  associated  with 
drilling,  completion,  or  production  phases  of  this 
well  shall  be  confined  to  the  approved  road,  pad, 
and  other  areas  herein  approved. 

79.  All  topsoil  and  vegetation  encountered  during 
the  construction  of  the  drill  site  areas  shall  be 
stockpiled  and  made  available  for  resurfacing  of 
the  disturbed  areas  after  completion  of  the  drilling 
operations.  Topsoil  on  the  (well  name  and 
number)  is  approximately  (specify)  inches  in 
depth.  A minimum  of  approximately  (specify) 
cubic  yards  of  topsoil  material  shall  be  stockpiled 
on  the  (specify)  edge  / at  the  (specify)  corner  of  the 
location  for  reclamation  of  the  pad  and  pit  area. 

80.  The  drill  pad  and  access  road  for  this  well 
must  be  surfaced  with  (specify)  inches  of 
compacted  gravel/caliche. 


81 . Caliche,  gravel,  or  other  related  materials  from 
new  or  existing  pits  on  Federal  mineral  estate  shall 
not  be  taken  without  prior  approval  from  the 
authorized  officer. 

82.  Payment  for  Federal  mineral  materials  used 
for  construction  is  required  prior  to  construction  of 
the  pad  and  access  road. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

75.  The  approval  of  this  action  does  rx)t  in  any  way 
grant  or  imply  approval  of  any  off-lease  or  off-unit 
action.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  applicant  to 
obtain  any  such  approvals  from  the  appropriate 
surface  managing  agency,  including  the  BLM, 
and/or  any  private  landowners. 

76.  The  BLM  will  monitor  construction  on  this  drill 

site.  Notify  the  appropriate  Resource  Area  Office, 
BLM  at  least  (specify)  working  days  prior  to 
commencing  construction  at  (505) . 

77.  Prior  to  commencing  construction  of  the  road, 
pad,  or  other  associated  developments,  the 
operator  shall  provide  the  dirt  contractor  with  a 
copy  of  the  approved  Surface  Use  Plan  and  the 
attached  Conditions  of  Approval. 

78.  All  vehicles  and  equipment  associated  with 
drilling,  completion,  or  production  phases  of  this 
well  shall  be  confined  to  the  approved  road,  pad, 
and  other  areas  herein  approved. 

79.  Topsoil  encountered  during  the  construction  of 
the  drill  site  areas  shall  be  stockpiled  and  made 
available  for  resurfacing  of  the  disturbed  areas 
after  completion  of  the  operations.  Topsoil  on  the 
(well  name  and  number)  is  approximately 
(specify)  inches  in  depth.  A minimum  of 
approximately  (specify)  cubic  yards  of  topsoil 
material  shall  be  stockpiled  on  the  (specify)  edge 
/ at  the  (specify)  corner  of  the  location  for 
reclamation  of  the  pad  and  pit  area. 

80.  The  drill  pad  and  access  road  for  this  well 
must  be  surfaced  with  (specify)  inches  of 
compacted  gravel/caliche.  In  the  case  of  a wildcat 
well,  this  requirement  may  be  omitted.  If  the 
Wildcat  well  is  successfully  completed  this 
requiment  may  required. 

81 . Caliche,  gravel,  or  other  related  materials  from 
new  or  existing  pits  on  Federal  mineral  estate  shall 
not  be  taken  without  prior  approval  from  the 
authorized  officer. 

82.  Payment  for  Federal  mineral  materials  used 
for  construction  is  required  prior  to  construction  of 
the  pad  and  access  road. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

83.  Drilling  Pits: 

A.  Reserve  pits  shall  be  constructed  such  that  at 
least  one  half  the  total  pit  volume  is  below  natural 
ground  level  (minimum  of  4 feet)  unless  approved 
by  the  authorized  officer  or  a metal  closed  pit 
system  is  used.  All  mud  pits  shall  be  constructed 
so  as  not  to  leak,  break,  or  allow  discharge  of 
liquids.  Pits  are  not  to  be  located  in  any  natural 

drainage.  Any  plastic  material  used  to  line  pits, 

must  be  at  least  mil  in  thickness,  have  a 

bursting  strength  of PSI,  and  be  removed  to 

below  ground  level  before  the  pits  are  covered. 

B.  Reserve  pits  shall  be  fenced  on  three  sides 
during  drilling  operations.  The  fourth  side  shall  be 
fenced  immediately  upon  rig  release.  Any 
unguarded  pit  or  open  top  tank  containing  oil 
and/or  toxic  liquids  shall  be  covered  with  a fine 
mesh  netting  to  protect  wildlife,  particularly 
migratory  waterfowl. 

C.  Liquids  in  pits  will  be  allowed  to  evaporate,  or 
be  properly  disposed  of  otherwise,  before  pits  are 
reclaimed.  Under  no  circumstances  shall  pits  be 
cut  to  be  drained. 

84.  Other: 

A.  Tank  batteries  shall  have  a berm  constructed 
around  them,  24"  high  and  of  sufficient  dimensions 
to  contain  the  contents  of  the  largest  tank 
enclosed. 


85.  Cave  Stipulations: 

A.  If,  during  any  construction  activities  any 
sinkholes  or  cave  openings  are  discovered,  all 
construction  activities  shall  immediately  cease,  and 
the  BLM  office  will  be  notified. 

B.  The  BLM  will,  within  24  hours  of  notification  in 
"A"  above,  conduct  an  on  the  ground  Karst  field 
inspection.  At  the  field  inspection  the  authorized 
field  inspector  will  authorize  or  suggest  mitigating 
measures  to  lessen  the  damage  to  the  karst 
environment.  A verbal  order  to  proceed  or  stop  the 
operation  will  be  issued  at  that  time. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

83.  Drilling  Pits: 

A.  Reserve  pits  shall  be  constructed  such  that  at 
least  one  half  the  total  pit  volume  is  below  natural 
ground  level  (minimum  of  4 feet)  unless  approved 
by  the  authorized  officer  or  a metal  closed  pit 
system  is  used.  All  mud  pits  shall  be  constructed 
so  as  not  to  leak,  break,  or  allow  discharge  of 
liquids.  Pits  are  not  to  be  located  in  any  natural 

drainage.  Any  plastic  material  used  to  line  pits, 

must  be  at  least  mil  in  thickness,  have  a 

bursting  strength  of PSI,  and  be  removed  to 

below  ground  level  before  the  pits  are  covered. 

B.  Reserve  pits  shall  be  fenced  on  three  sides 
during  drilling  operations.  The  fourth  side  shall  be 
fenced  immediately  upon  rig  release.  Any 
unguarded  pit  or  open  top  tank  containing  oil 
and/or  toxic  liquids  shall  be  covered  with  a fine 
mesh  netting  to  protect  wildlife,  particularly 
migratory  waterfowl. 

C.  Liquids  in  pits  will  be  allowed  to  evaporate,  or 
be  properly  disposed  of  otherwise,  before  pits  are 
reclaimed.  Under  no  circumstances  shall  pits  be 
cut  to  be  drained. 

84.  Other: 

A.  Tank  batteries  shall  have  a berm  constructed 
around  them,  24"  high  and  of  sufficient  dimensions 
to  contain  the  contents  of  the  largest  tank 
enclosed.  However,  if  this  tank  battery  has  known 
hydrogen  sulfide,  this  requirement  shall  be  waived 
to  avoid  traping  the  hydrogen  sulfide. 

85.  Cave  Stipulations: 

A.  If,  during  any  construction  activities  any 
sinkholes  or  cave  openings  are  discovered,  all 
construction  activities  shall  immediately  cease,  and 
the  BLM  office  will  be  notified. 

B.  The  BLM  will,  within  24  hours  of  notification  in 
"A"  above,  conduct  an  on  the  ground  Cave  field 
inspection.  At  the  field  inspection  the  authorized 
field  inspector  will  authorize  or  suggest  mitigating 
measures  to  lessen  the  damage  to  the  cave 
environment.  A verbal  order  to  proceed  or  stop  the 
operation  will  be  issued  at  that  time. 
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86.  Painting  Stipulations: 

All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to  safety 
requirements  shall  be  painted  by  the  holder  to 
blend  with  the  natural  color  of  the  landscape.  The 
paint  used  shall  be  a color  which  simulates 
"Standard  Environmental  Colors"  designated  by  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Five-State  Interagency  Committee. 

The  color  selected  for  this  project  is , Munsell 

Soil  Color  Chart  Number . 

87.  Fences: 

The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to  existing 
fences  and  other  improvements  on  public  lands. 
The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair  impacted 
improvements  to  at  least  their  former  state.  The 
holder  shall  contact  the  owner  of  any 
improvements  prior  to  disturbing  them.  When 
necessary  to  pass  through  a fence  line,  the  fence 
shall  be  braced  on  both  sides  of  the  passageway 
prior  to  cutting  of  the  fence.  No  permanent  gates 
shall  be  allowed  unless  approved  by  the  Authorized 
Officer. 

Well  Completion  Requirements: 

88.  Surface  Restoration.  If  the  well  is  a producer, 
the  reserve  pit(s)  shall  be  backfilled  when  dry,  and 
cut-and-fill  slopes  shall  be  reduced  to  a slope  of 
3:1  or  less.  All  areas  of  the  pad  not  necessary  for 
production  must  be  re-contoured  to  resemble  the 
original  contours  of  the  surrounding  terrain,  and 
topsoil  must  be  re-distributed  and  the  reclaimed 
area  re-seeded.  Seeding  shall  be  done  according 
to  the  attached  seeding  requirements  (Exhibit  B), 
using  the  attached  seed  mixture  (as  determined  by 
DPC). 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

86.  Painting  Stipulations: 

All  above-ground  structures  not  subject  to  safety 
requirements  shall  be  painted.  No  paint  scheme 
shall  be  required. 


87.  Fences: 

The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to  existing 
fences  and  other  improvements  on  public  lands. 
The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair  impacted 
improvements  to  at  least  their  former  state.  The 
holder  shall  make  reasonable  efforts  to  contact  the 
owner  of  any  improvements  prior  to  disturbing 
them.  When  necessary  to  pass  through  a fence 
line,  the  fence  shall  be  braced  on  both  sides  of  the 
passageway  prior  to  cutting  of  the  fence.  No 
permanent  gates  shall  be  allowed  unless  approved 
the  owner  of  the  fence. 

Well  Completion  Requirements: 

88.  Surface  Restoration.  If  the  well  is  a producer, 
the  reserve  pit(s)  shall  be  backfilled  when  dry,  and 
cut-and-fill  slopes  shall  be  reduced  to  a slope  of 
3:1  or  less.  All  areas  of  the  pad  not  necessary  for 
production  must  be  re-contoured  to  resemble  the 
original  contours  of  the  surrounding  terrain,  and 
topsoil  must  be  re-distributed  and  the  reclaimed 
area  re-seeded.  Seeding  shall  be  done  according 
to  the  attached  seeding  requirements  (Exhibit  B), 
using  the  attached  seed  mixture. 
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Bird/Bat  Protection: 

89.  All  vertical  open-vent  exhaust  stacks  from 
units  associated  with  existing  production  equipment 
shall  be  modified  to  prevent  birds  and  bats  from 
entering  them  and  to  the  extent  practical  to 
discourage  perching  and  nesting.  This  can  be 
accomplished  by  attaching  a conical-shaped 
expanded  steel  cone  with  at  least  a 70-degree 
pitch.  This  will  prevent  birds  from  perching  and/or 
building  a nest  on  the  open-vent  exhaust  stack. 

New  production  equipment  installed  on  federal 
leases  after  November  1 , 1993,  will  have  the  open- 
vent  exhaust  stacks  construct  to  prevent  the  entry 
of  birds  and  bats  and  to  the  extent  practical  to 
discourage  perching  and  nesting. 

Abandonment: 

90.  If  the  well  is  dry  and  is  to  be  plugged,  approval 
of  the  proposed  plugging  program  may  be  obtained 
verbally.  However,  verbal  approval  must  be 
confirmed  in  writing  by  immediately  filing  an  original 
and  six  copies  of  the  Notice  of  Intention  to 
abandon  on  Form  3I60-5  with  the  appropriate  BLM 
area  office.  The  report  should  show  the  total  depth 
reached,  the  reason  for  plugging,  and  the  proposed 
intervals,  by  depths,  where  plugs  are  to  be  placed, 
type  of  plug,  type  of  plugging  mud,  etc. 

91.  Following  receipt  of  "Subsequent  Report  of 
Abandon",  final  BLM  requirements  for  surface 
reclamation  will  be  specified  by  the  approving  BLM 
office. 

92.  If  the  well  is  not  drilled,  please  notify  the  BLM 
so  that  an  official  release  can  be  approved. 

Mineral  Material  Sites 

93.  All  design,  material,  and  construction, 
operation,  maintenance,  and  termination  practices 
shall  be  in  accordance  with  safe  and  proven 
engineering  practices. 

94.  The  holder  shall  conduct  all  activities 
associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
termination  of  the  material  pit  within  the  authorized 
limits. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
Bird/Bat  Protection: 

89.  All  vertical  open-vent  exhaust  stacks  from 
units  associated  with  existing  production  equipment 
shall  be  modified  to  prevent  birds  and  bats  from 
entering  them  and  to  the  extent  practical  to 
discourage  perching  and  nesting. 


New  production  equipment  installed  on  federal 
leases  after  November  1 , 1 993,  will  have  the  open- 
vent  exhaust  stacks  construct  to  prevent  the  entry 
of  birds  and  bats  and  to  the  extent  practical  to 
discourage  perching  and  nesting. 

Abandonment: 

90.  If  the  well  is  dry  and  is  to  be  plugged, 
approval  of  the  proposed  plugging  program  may  be 
obtained  verbally.  However,  verbal  approval  must 
be  confirmed  in  writing  by  immediately  filing  an 
original  and  six  copies  of  the  Notice  of  Intention  to 
abandon  on  Form  3160-5  with  the  appropriate  BLM 
area  office.  The  report  should  show  the  total  depth 
reached,  the  reason  for  plugging,  and  the  proposed 
intervals,  by  depths,  where  plugs  are  to  be  placed, 
type  of  plug,  type  of  plugging  mud,  etc. 

91.  Following  receipt  of  "Subsequent  Report  of 
Abandon",  the  requirements  for  surface  reclamation 
submitted  at  the  original  time  of  permitting  will  be 
followed  by  the  approving  BLM  office. 

92.  If  the  well  is  not  drilled,  please  notify  the  BLM 
so  that  an  official  release  can  be  approved. 

Mineral  Material  Sites 

93.  All  design,  material,  and  construction, 
operation,  maintenance,  and  termination  practices 
shall  be  in  accordance  with  safe  and  proven 
engineering  practices. 

94.  The  holder  shall  conduct  all  activities 
associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
termination  of  the  material  pit  within  the  authorized 
limits. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

95.  The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to 
existing  fences  and  other  improvements  on  public 
lands.  The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair 
impacted  improvements  to  at  least  their  former 
state.  The  holder  shall  contact  the  owner  of  any 
improvements  prior  to  disturbing  them.  When 
necessary  to  pass  through  a fence  line,  the  fence 
shall  be  braced  on  both  sides  of  the  passageway 
prior  to  cutting  of  the  fence.  No  permanent  gates 
shall  be  allowed  unless  approved  by  the  Authorized 
Officer. 

96.  The  holder  shall  be  responsible  for  the  actions 
and  operations  of  any  third  party  users  associated 
with  this  authorization.  All  such  use  shall  be 
subject  to  the  applicable  terms,  conditions,  and 
stipulations  of  this  authorization. 

97.  The  road  proposed  as  part  of  this  authorization 
shall  be  constructed  and  maintained  in  accordance 
with  the  BLM  standards  prescribed  for  a roads  and 
the  New  Mexico  Roads  Policy. 

98.  The  holder  shall  seed  all  surface  disturbed  by 
construction  activities.  Seeding  shall  be  done 
according  to  the  attached  seeding  requirements 

(Exhibit ),  using  the  attached  seed  mixture  (as 

determined  by  DPC). 

99.  Suitable  topsoil  material  removed  in 

conjunction  with  clearing  and  stripping  shall  be 
conserved  in  stockpiles  (within  the  material  site)  (at 
the  following  staked  locations:  (designate).) 

topsoil  shall  be  stripped  to  an  average  depth  of 
(designate)  inches.  A total  of  (designate)  cubic 
yards  of  topsoil  shall  be  stockpiled. 

100.  Excess  excavated,  unsuitable,  or  slide 
material  shall  be  disposed  of  as  directed  by  the 
authorized  officer. 

101.  No  construction  or  routine  maintenance 
activities  shall  be  performed  during  periods  when 
the  soil  is  too  wet  to  adequately  support 
construction  equipment.  If  such  equipment  creates 
ruts  in  excess  of  (designate)  inches  deep,  the  soil 
shall  be  deemed  too  wet  to  adequately  support 
construction  equipment. 

102.  Existing  roads  and  trails  on  public  lands  that 
are  blocked  as  the  result  of  the  material  pit 
activities  shall  be  rerouted  or  rebuilt  as  directed  by 
the  authorized  officer. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

95.  The  holder  shall  minimize  disturbance  to 
existing  fences  and  other  improvements  on  public 
lands.  The  holder  is  required  to  promptly  repair 
impacted  improvements  to  at  least  their  former 
state.  The  holder  shall  make  reasonable  efforts  to 
contact  the  owner  of  any  improvements  prior  to 
disturbing  them.  When  necessary  to  pass  through 
a fence  line,  the  fence  shall  be  braced  on  both 
sides  of  the  passageway  prior  to  cutting  of  the 
fence.  No  permanent  gates  shall  be  allowed 
unless  approved  by  the  owner  of  the  fence. 

96.  The  holder  shall  be  responsible  for  the  actions 
and  operations  of  any  third  party  users  directly 
associated  with  this  authorization.  All  such  use 
shall  be  subject  to  the  applicable  terms,  conditions, 
and  stipulations  of  this  authorization. 

97.  The  road  proposed  as  part  of  this 
authorization  shall  be  constructed  and  maintained 
in  accordance  with  the  BLM  standards  prescribed 
for  a roads  and  the  New  Mexico  Roads  Policy. 

98.  The  holder  shall  seed  all  surface  disturbed  by 

construction  activities.  Seeding  shall  be  done 
according  to  the  attached  seeding  requirements 
(Exhibit ),  using  the  attached  seed  mixture. 

99.  Suitable  topsoil  material,  if  any,  removed  in 

conjunction  with  clearing  and  stripping  shall  be 
conserved  in  stockpiles  (within  the  material  site)  (at 
the  following  staked  locations:  (designate).) 

topsoil  shall  be  stripped  to  an  average  depth  of 
(designate)  inches.  A total  of  (designate)  cubic 
yards  of  topsoil  shall  be  stockpiled. 

100.  Excess  excavated,  unsuitable,  or  slide 
material  shall  be  stockpiled  and  used  for 
reclamation. 

101.  No  construction  or  routine  maintenance 
activities  shall  be  performed  during  periods  when 
the  soil  is  too  wet  to  adequately  support 
construction  equipment.  If  such  equipment  creates 
ruts  in  excess  of  (designate)  inches  deep,  the  soil 
shall  be  deemed  too  wet  to  adequately  support 
construction  equipment. 

102.  Existing  roads  and  trails  on  public  lands  that 
are  blocked  as  the  result  of  the  material  pit 
activities  shall  be  rerouted  or  rebuilt  as  directed  by 
the  authorized  officer. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

103.  The  holder  shall  recontour  the  disturbed  area 
and  obliterate  all  earthwork  by  removing 
embankments,  backfilling  excavations,  and  grading 
to  reestablish  the  approximate  original  contour  of 
the  land  as  determined  by  the  authorized  officer. 

104.  The  holder  shall  uniformly  spread  topsoil  over 
all  unoccupied  disturbed  areas.  Spreading  shall 
not  be  done  when  the  ground  or  topsoil  is  frozen  or 
wet. 

105.  The  BLM  will  monitor  construction  on  this 

material  pit  site.  Notify  the  appropriate  Resource 
Area  Office,  BLM  at  least  (specify)  working  days 
prior  to  commencing  excavation  at  (505) . 


FILMING  PERMITS 

106.  All  vehicular  traffic  shall  be  confined  to 
existing  roads. 

107.  No  blading  or  clearing  of  any  vegetation  shall 
be  allowed  unless  approved  in  writing  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

108.  Upon  cancellation,  relinquishment,  or 
expiration  of  this  authorization,  the  holder  shall 
comply  with  rehabilitation  procedures  prescribed  by 
the  Authorized  Officer. 

109.  The  holder  shall  notify  the  Authorized  Officer 
upon  completion  of  operations  so  that  a 
compliance  check  can  be  conducted. 

110.  Acknowledgment,  through  the  film  credits, 
shall  be  given  to:  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Roswell  Resource 
Area. 

111.  The  permittee  shall  provide  the  BLM  with 
proof  of  an  insurance  policy,  naming  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  as  "additionally  insured"  or  "co- 
insured". 

112.  The  permittee  shall  provide  the  appropriate 
resource  area  office  with  a copy  of  the  finished  film 
product  within  two  weeks  of  public  distribution. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

103.  The  holder  shall  recontour  the  disturbed  area 
and  obliterate  all  earthwork  by  removing 
embankments,  backfilling  excavations,  and  grading 
to  reestablish  the  approximate  original  contour  of 
the  land  as  determined  by  the  authorized  officer. 

104.  The  holder  shall  uniformly  spread  topsoil  over 
all  unoccupied  disturbed  areas.  Spreading  shall 
not  be  done  when  the  ground  or  topsoil  is  frozen  or 
wet. 

105.  The  BLM  will  monitor  construction  on  this 
material  pit  site.  Notify  the  appropriate  Resource 
Area  Office,  BLM  at  least  (specify)  working  days 
prior  to  commencing  excavation  at  (505) 


Filming  Permits 

106.  All  vehicular  traffic  shall  be  confined  to 
existing  roads. 

107.  No  blading  or  clearing  of  any  vegetation  shall 
be  allowed  unless  approved  in  writing  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

108.  Upon  cancellation,  relinquishment,  or 
expiration  of  this  authorization,  the  holder  shall 
comply  with  rehabilitation  procedures  prescribed  by 
the  Authorized  Officer. 

109.  The  holder  shall  notify  the  Authorized  Officer 
upon  completion  of  operations  so  that  a 
compliance  check  can  be  conducted. 

110.  Acknowledgment,  through  the  film  credits, 
shall  be  given  to;  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Roswell  Resource 
Area. 

111.  The  permittee  shall  provide  the  BLM  with 
proof  of  an  insurance  policy,  naming  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  as  "additionally  insured"  or  "co- 
insured". 

112.  The  permittee  shall  provide  the  appropriate 
resource  area  office  with  a copy  of  the  finished  film 
product  within  two  weeks  of  public  distribution. 
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This  section  is  a side-by-side  comparison  of  Alternative  E in  Appendix  5 from  the  Draft  Roswell 
RMP/EIS  and  Draft  Carlsbad  RMPA/EIS,  with  Alternative  F for  Appendix  5.  Alternative  F was 
presented  as  a public  comment  (letter  #159)  by  the  Resource  Users  Coalition.  Much  of 
Alternative  F is  reflected  in  comment  letters  #1 12,  #128,  and  #149.  A number  of  changes  to  the 
RMP  Draft  Appendix  5 were  made  as  a result  of  those  comments;  refer  to  the  BLM’s  responses 
to  public  comments  in  this  volume. 

The  figure  referenced  in  the  text  has  not  been  reprinted  in  this  section,  since  it  was  not  included 
in  Alternative  F.  Refer  to  the  figure  in  Appendix  5 of  the  Proposed  Roswell  RMP/Carlsbad 
RMPA/EIS. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

PRACTICES  COMMON  TO  ALL  ALTERNATIVES 


Potential  for  Caves  or  Karst 

A map  of  cave  or  karst  potential  would  be 
maintained  to  provide  the  public  with  current 
information  about  the  likelihood  of  the  presence  of 
cave  or  karst  resources.  The  map  would  serve  as 
an  indicator  of  the  potential  for  encountering  caves 
or  karst  for  which  special  practices  could  be 
required,  following  NEPA  analysis,  to  mitigate 
drilling  impacts.  The  primary  use  of  the  map  is  as 
a source  of  information  for  individuals  or  companies 
contemplating  the  leasing  of  federal  minerals. 

Three  zones  of  cave  or  karst  occurrence  have  been 
identified  and  categorized:  high  potential;  medium 
potential:  and  low  potential  (See  Maps  26  and  38, 
in  Chapter  3).  Areas  that  contain  known  cave  or 
karst  features  are  in  the  high  potential  zone.  Areas 
containing  known  soluble  rock  formations  with  the 
potential  for  cave  or  karst  development  are  in  the 
medium  potential  zone.  These  zones  were 
identified  using  geologic  maps  and  existing 
information  on  caves  and  karst.  All  other  lands  fall 
into  the  low  potential  zone.  These  zones  may  be 
increased  or  decreased  in  size  as  new  information 
from  drilling,  cave  exploration  or  other  sources 
becomes  available. 

The  cave  or  karst  occurrence  zones  have  been 
further  divided  into  smaller  geographic  areas  to 
provide  an  additional  means  of  identification  of  a 
specific  area  (Tables  89  and  98,  and  Maps  26  and 
38,  in  Chapter  3).  An  estimate  has  been  made  for 
each  of  these  areas  as  to  the  lowest  likely  depth  at 
which  caves  might  be  expected.  Again,  this  is 
simply  a source  of  information  for  individuals  or 
companies  contemplating  the  leasing  of  federal 
minerals. 

Because  the  identification  of  cave  or  karst  potential 
zones  is  only  informational,  the  mitigations 
described  below  would  be  applied  when  and  where 
appropriate,  irrespective  of  any  identified  zone  of 
cave  or  karst  potential. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

PRACTICES  COMMON  TO  ALL  ALTERNATIVES 

Preceding  the  following  discussion,  it  is  important 
to  clarify  that  Alternative  F only  applies  to  caves. 
All  references  to  karst  or  karst  features  is  removed 
from  Alternative  F,  otherwise  the  discussion  is 
relevant. 

Potential  for  Caves  or  Karst 

A map  of  cave  or  karst  potential  would  be 
maintained  to  provide  the  public  with  current 
information  about  the  likelihood  of  the  presence  of 
cave  or  karst  resources.  The  map  would  serve  as 
an  indicator  of  the  potential  for  encountering  caves 
or  karst  for  which  special  practices  could  be 
required,  following  NEPA  analysis,  to  mitigate 
drilling  impacts.  The  primary  use  of  the  map  is  as 
a source  of  information  for  individuals  or  companies 
contemplating  the  leasing  of  federal  minerals. 

Three  zones  of  cave  or  karst  occurrence  have 
been  identified  and  categorized:  high  potential; 
medium  potential;  and  low  potential  (See  BLM 
Maps  26  and  38,  in  Chapter  3).  Areas  that  contain 
known  cave  or  karst  features  are  in  the  high 
potential  zone.  Areas  containing  known  soluble 
rock  formations  with  the  potential  for  cave  or  karst 
development  are  in  the  medium  potential  zone. 
These  zones  were  identified  using  geologic  maps 
and  existing  information  on  caves  and  karst.  All 
other  lands  fall  into  the  low  potential  zone.  These 
zones  may  be  increased  or  decreased  in  size  as 
new  information  from  drilling,  cave  exploration  or 
other  sources  becomes  available. 

The  cave  or  karst  occurrence  zones  have  been 
further  divided  into  smaller  geographic  areas  to 
provide  an  additional  means  of  identification  of  a 
specific  area  (BLM  Tables  89  and  98,  and  Maps  26 
and  38,  in  Chapter  3).  An  estimate  has  been  made 
for  each  of  these  areas  as  to  the  lowest  likely 
depth  at  which  caves  might  be  expected.  Again, 
this  is  simply  a source  of  information  for  individuals 
or  companies  contemplating  the  leasing  of  federal 
minerals. 

Because  the  identification  of  cave  or  karst  potential 
zones  is  only  informational,  the  mitigations 
described  below  would  be  applied  when  and  where 
appropriate,  irrespective  of  any  identified  zone  of 
cave  or  karst  potential. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 

The  lease  notice  "Potential  Cave  or  Karst 
Occurrence  Area"  (Roswell  46),  would  be  applied 
to  leases  when  all  or  part  of  the  lease  is  located  in 
a potential  cave  or  karst  occurrence  area.  Refer  to 
Figure  A5-1  for  an  example  of  the  lease  notice. 
The  purpose  of  the  lease  notice,  as  with  maps  of 
cave  or  karst  potential,  is  to  provide  information  to 
the  purchasers  of  federal  oil  and  gas  leases. 

Mitigation  of  Drilling  Impacts 

The  need  to  relocate  drilling  locations  to  avoid 
caves  or  karst,  and  any  special  drilling  or 
production  practices  employed  to  mitigate  impacts 
to  caves  or  karst,  would  be  determined  during  the 
NEPA  analysis  of  APDs  or  other  applications.  The 
practices  described  below  would  be  applied  where 
needed,  and  to  the  extent  necessary,  to  ensure  that 
the  potential  impacts  of  drilling  oil  or  gas  wells,  or 
of  constructing  other  facilities,  in  cave  or  karst 
areas  would  be  minimized  according  to  the 
following  process; 

(1)  Detect  potential  cave  or  karst  resources. 

(2)  Avoid  cave  or  karst  resources  where 
possible. 

(3)  Mitigate  impacts  to  caves  or  karst  that 
cannot  be  avoided. 

The  results  of  any  detection  efforts  would  be 
addressed  in  the  NEPA  analysis  and  appropriate 
mitigations  would  be  developed,  if  needed,  as  part 
of  the  analysis. 

Depending  on  the  results  of  detection,  avoidance 
would  be  considered  as  a means  of  mitigating 
potential  impacts.  In  most  cases,  avoidance  would 
be  accomplished  by  relocation  of  the  proposed  well 
location,  which  is  often  done  in  consultation  with 
the  operator  at  the  time  of  a field  examination. 
Moving  a proposed  location  up  to  200  meters  is  a 
commonly  employed  avoidance  measure.  The 
need  to  move  a location  more  than  200  meters 
would  be  addressed  in  the  NEPA  analysis  of  an 
APD. 

If  the  construction  of  a pipeline,  road,  power  line  or 
other  facility  is  proposed,  rerouting  or  relocation 
would  be  required  to  accomplish  avoidance. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 

The  lease  notice  "Potential  Cave  or  Karst 
Occurrence  Area"  (Roswell  46),  would  be  applied 
to  leases  when  all  or  part  of  the  lease  is  located  in 
a potential  cave  or  karst  occurrence  area.  Refer  to 
Figure  A5-1  for  an  example  of  the  lease  notice. 
The  purpose  of  the  lease  notice,  as  with  maps  of 
cave  or  karst  potential,  is  to  provide  information  to 
the  purchasers  of  federal  (see  Roswell  46  Lease 
Notice)  oil  and  gas  leases. 

Mitigation  of  Drilling  Impacts 

The  need  to  relocate  drilling  locations  to  avoid 
caves  or  karst,  and  any  special  drilling  or 
production  practices  employed  to  mitigate  impacts 
to  caves  or  karst,  would  be  determined  during  the 
NEPA  analysis  of  APDs  or  other  applications.  The 
practices  described  below  would  be  applied  where 
needed,  and  to  the  extent  necessary,  to  ensure 
that  the  potential  impacts  of  drilling  oil  or  gas  wells, 
or  of  constructing  other  facilities,  in  cave  or  karst 
areas  would  be  minimized  according  to  the 
following  process: 

(1)  Detect  potential  cave  or  karst  resources. 

(2)  Avoid  cave  or  karst  resources  where 
possible. 

(3)  Mitigate  impacts  to  caves  or  karst  that 
cannot  be  avoided. 

The  results  of  any  detection  efforts  would  be 
addressed  in  the  NEPA  analysis  and  appropriate 
mitigations  would  be  developed,  if  needed,  as  part 
of  the  analysis. 

Depending  on  the  results  of  detection,  avoidance 
would  be  considered  as  a means  of  mitigating 
potential  impacts.  In  most  cases,  avoidance  would 
be  accomplished  by  relocation  of  the  proposed  well 
location,  which  is  often  done  in  consultation  with 
the  operator  at  the  time  of  a field  examination. 
Moving  a proposed  location  up  to  200  feet  is  a 
commonly  employed  avoidance  measure.  The 
need  to  move  a location  more  than  200  feet  would 
be  addressed  in  the  NEPA  analysis  of  an  APD. 


If  the  construction  of  a pipeline,  road,  power  line  or 
other  facility  is  proposed,  rerouting  or  relocation 
would  be  required  to  accomplish  avoidance. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E 
ALTERNATIVE  E 

The  management  of  oil  and  gas  operations  in  cave 
or  karst  areas,  including  approvals  for  drilling  oil  or 
gas  wells,  would  be  predicated  on  procedures 
developed  by  the  BLM’s  Cave  and  Karst  Area  Task 
Force  in  1991,  Surface  Use  and  Occupancy 
Restrictions  (Appendix  3),  and  Conditions  of 
Approval  (Appendix  4).  These  practices  would  be 
modified  as  the  technologies  for  cave  and  karst 
protection  proposed  here  are  tested,  or  as  new 
technologies  become  available,  so  that  unworkable 
or  outdated  technologies  are  replaced  with  the 
latest,  applicable  technologies. 


Detection  Methods 

The  primary  detection  method  would  be  the  review 
of  records  on  the  presence  of  caves  or  karst 
features  in  the  area  of  interest,  in  conjunction  with 
a field  exam  by  a BLM  employee  or  cave  inventory 
contractor  to  determine  the  presence  of  unrecorded 
cave  or  karst  features.  Depending  on  the  results  of 
initial  detection  efforts  and  a determination  of 
potential  significance  by  the  BLM,  cave  exploration 
could  be  employed  to  gain  additional  information. 
As  various  geophysical  techniques  are  proven 
useful  for  cave  detection  and  become  generally 
available  for  use,  they  may  be  considered  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  as  a means  of  locating 
unrecorded  cave  or  karst  features. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
ALTERNATIVE  F 

The  management  of  oil  and  gas  operations  in  cave 
areas,  including  approvals  for  drilling  oil  or  gas 
wells,  is  based  on  a combination  of  leasing 
stipulations,  standard  operating  procedures,  use  of 
applicable  regulations,  and  mitigation  of  impacts 
derived  from  NEPA  analysis.  Karsts  are  not 
protected  under  this  management  plan  because 
they  are  not  caves.  Indication  of  the  presence  of 
the  cave  is  the  purpose  of  the  review  process. 
Protecting  karsts  would  result  in  unnecessary 
prevention  of  oil  and  exploration  and  waist  of 
minerals. 

Definition 

Cave  means  any  naturally  occurring  void, 
cavity,  recess,  or  system  of  interconnected 
passages  beneath  the  surface  of  the  earth  or 
within  a cliff  or  ledge,  including  any  cave 
resource  therein,  and  which  is  large  enough  to 
permit  a person  to  enter,  whether  the  entrance 
is  excavated  or  naturally  formed.  Such  term 
shall  include  any  natural  pit,  sinkhole,  or  other 
feature  that  is  an  extension  of  a cave  entrance 
or  which  is  an  extension  of  a cave  entrance  or 
which  is  an  integral  part  of  the  cave.  (43  CFR 
§37.4(b) 

Detection  Methods 

The  primary  detection  method  would  be  the  review 
of  records  on  the  presence  of  cave  features  in  the 
area  of  interest,  in  conjunction  with  a field  exam  by 
a BLM  employee  or  cave  inventory  contractor  to 
determine  the  presence  of  unrecorded  cave. 
Depending  on  the  results  of  initial  detection  efforts 
and  a determination  of  potential  significance  by  the 
BLM,  cave  exploration  could  be  employed  to  gain 
additional  information. 
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Surface  Mitigation 

Whether  or  not  a proposed  activity  has  been 
relocated  to  reduce  potential  impacts  on  caves  or 
karst,  surface  mitigations  would  be  applied  to 
minimize  the  risk  of  impacts  during  construction, 
drilling  or  production.  Appropriate  surface 
mitigations  would  be  developed  during  the  NEPA 
analysis  of  a proposal  and  could  include  one  or 
more  of  the  following  practices,  most  of  which  have 
long  been  employed  to  mitigate  impacts. 


Practices  to  minimize  potential  impacts  from 

reserve  pit  spills  or  leakage: 

• The  use  of  a closed  system  or  steel  tanks; 

• The  use  of  a modified  "V"  pit  constructed 
completely  below  ground  level  with  extra 
heavy  pit  liners  that  are  not  broken  during 
reclamation; 

• The  relocation  of  pits; 

• The  construction  of  berms  around  the  pits 
sufficient  to  contain  any  spills. 

Practices  to  minimize  potential  impacts  from  leaking 

tanks  or  pipelines: 

• The  construction  of  berms  around  storage 
tanks  sufficient  to  contain  any  spills; 

• The  installation  of  leak  detection  systems 
for  pipelines  or  tanks; 

• The  use  of  permanent  liners  in  storage 
tank  areas; 

• The  use  of  differential  pressure  shut-off 
valves; 

• The  use  of  corrosion-inhibiting  coatings 
and  cathodic  protection. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 
Surface  Mitigation 

Whether  or  not  a proposed  activity  has  been 
relocated  to  reduce  potential  impacts  on  caves, 
surface  mitigations  would  be  applied  to  minimize 
the  risk  of  impacts  during  construction,  drilling  or 
production.  Appropriate  surface  mitigations  would 
be  developed  during  the  NEPA  analysis  of  a 
proposal,  in  addition  to  the  use  of  the  Conditions  of 
Approval  (Appendix  4).  Surface  mitigations  could 
include  one  or  more  of  the  following  practices,  most 
of  which  have  long  been  employed  to  mitigate 
impacts. 

Practices  to  minimize  potential  impacts  from 
reserve  pit  spills  or  leakage: 


- Rig  orientation  shall  be  decided  and  approved  by 
the  authorized  officer  prior  to  building  of  location. 

- The  construction  of  berms  around  the  pits 
sufficient  to  contain  any  spills. 

Practices  to  minimize  potential  impacts  from 
leaking  tanks  or  pipelines: 

- The  construction  of  berms  around  storage  tanks 
sufficient  to  contain  any  spills; 

- The  installation  of  leak  detection  systems  for 
pipelines  or  tanks; 

- The  use  of  permanent  liners  in  storage  tank 
areas; 

- The  use  of  differential  pressure  shut-off  valves; 

- The  use  of  corrosion-inhibiting  coatings  and 
cathodic  protection. 


5-5 


APPENDIX  5 COMPARISON 


ALTERNATIVE  E 

Practices  to  minimize  the  potential  impacts  of 
vented  or  escaping  gases  settling  in  caves: 

• The  flaring,  rather  than  venting,  of  gas,  to 
better  disperse  the  gases  and  eliminate 
possible  gas  ignitions; 

• The  use  of  stock  tank  vapor  recovery 
systems. 

Subsurface  Mitigation 

Applicable  and  reasonable  subsurface  mitigations 
would  be  applied  where  the  presence  of  caves  or 
karst  is  obvious  or  expected,  based  on  the  results 
of  detection  efforts,  and  in  lost  circulation  zones. 
The  mitigations  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the 
following  practices. 

Drilling: 


• Cable  tool  drilling  techniques  would  be 
used  when  possible  in  areas  where 
encounters  of  caves  or  karst  are  expected 
at  depths  not  greater  that  350  feet. 

• Rotary  drilling  techniques  in  cave  or  karst 
areas  would  include  the  use  of  either  fresh 
water  mud  or  compressed  air  as  a 
circulating  medium. 

Casing  and  Cementing: 

• All  casing  would  meet  or  exceed  National 
Association  of  Corrosion  Engineers 
specifications  pertaining  to  the  geology  of 
the  location  and  be  run  according  to 
American  Petroleum  Institute  and  BLM 
standards. 

• A "cave  protection"  casing  with  thicker- 
than-normal  walls  would  be  set  across  any 
caves  encountered  during  drilling.  The 
thicker-walled,  cave-protection  casing 
string  would  be  set  at  least  100  feet  below 
the  last  known  cave-bearing  zone  as 
determined  by  drilling  or  other  pertinent 
factors. 


alternative  F 

Practices  to  minimize  the  potential  impacts  of 
vented  or  escaping  gases  settling  in  caves: 

- The  flaring,  rather  than  venting,  of  gas,  to  better 
disperse  the  gases  and  eliminate  possible  gas 
ignitions: 


Subsurface  Mitigation 

Applicable  and  reasonable  subsurface  mitigations 
would  be  applied  where  the  presence  of  caves  is 
obvious  or  expected,  based  on  the  results  of 
detection  efforts,  and  in  lost  circulation  zones.  The 
mitigations  include  the  following  practices. 

Drilling: 

In  consultation  with  an  Operator,  the  BLM  may 
request  the  use  of  either  of  the  following  practices, 
to  mitigate  impacts  to  caves. 

- Cable  tool  drilling  and  or  air  drilling  techniques 
would  be  used  when  possible  in  areas  where 
encounters  of  caves  are  expected  at  depths  not 
greater  that  350  feet. 

- Rotary  drilling  techniques  in  cave  areas  would 
include  the  use  of  either  fresh  water  mud  or 
compressed  air  as  a circulating  medium. 

Casing  and  Cementing: 

- All  casing  would  meet  National  Association  of 
Corrosion  Engineers  specifications  pertaining  to  the 
geology  of  the  location  and  be  run  according  to 
American  Petroleum  Institute  and  BLM  standards. 
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• Regardless  of  the  type  of  drilling  machinery 
used,  if  bit  drops  of  four  feet  or  more  and 
circulation  losses  greater  than  75  percent 
occur  simultaneously  while  drilling  in  any 
cave-bearing  zone,  drilling  operations 
would  immediately  stop  and  the  BLM 
would  be  notified  by  the  Operator.  If  BLM- 
approved  remedial  cementing  work  cannot 
successfully  resolve  the  problem,  the  well 
would  be  plugged. 

• The  casing  would  be  cemented  in  place 
using  one  or  a combination  of  any  of  the 
following  methods  that  are  the  most 
environmentally  sound,  as  determined  by 
the  BLM  and  the  Operator; 

1 . If  a large  void  or  severe  lost  circulation 
zone  is  encountered,  isolation  from  above 
and  below  rather  than  complete  cement 
coverage  of  these  zones  could  be 
employed.  This  would  be  accomplished  by 
using  stage  cementing  equipment,  external 
casing  packers,  cement  baskets,  and  one- 
inch  remedial  cementing  techniques. 

2.  For  a less  severe  lost  circulation  zone 
encountered  while  drilling,  the  operator 
would  attempt  to  circulate  cement  to  the 
surface  using  a single  or  multistage 
cementing  job  composed  of  a "lead"  and 
"tail"  slurry  for  each  stage. 

3.  Foam  cementing  techniques  may  be  used 
by  circulating  cement  to  the  surface  using 
a single  stage  cementing  program 
composed  of  a lead  slurry  of  nitrified  or 
foamed  premium  cement  with  two  percent 
calcium  chloride  (BWOC)  added. 


Any  remedial  actions  proposed  to  resolve  problems 
related  to  bit  drops  or  lost  circulation  would  require 
BLM  concurrence  before  implementation. 


ALTERNATIVE  F 


- Use  of  external  casing  packer  and  or  staging 
tools  (DV)  may  be  used  to  protect  lost  circulation 
zones 

- Use  of  cement  baskets. 

Any  remedial  actions  proposed  to  resolve  problems 
related  to  bit  drops  or  lost  circulation  would  require 
BLM  notification  before  implementation. 
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Monitoring  Drilling  Operations 

Where  the  presence  of  caves  or  karst  is  obvious  or 
expected,  based  on  the  results  of  detection  efforts, 
and  in  lost  circulation  zones,  constant  monitoring  of 
drilling  operations  would  be  required.  The  Operator 
would  track  the  customary  drilling  activities, 
including  the  rate  of  penetration,  pump  pressure, 
weight  on  bit,  and  presence  or  absence  of  cuttings 
returning  to  the  surface. 

Each  detectable  void  or  sudden  increase  in  the  rate 
of  penetration  not  attributable  to  a change  in  the 
formation  type  would  be  documented  and  evaluated 
as  it  is  encountered.  A log  of  the  drilling  rate, 
percent  of  mud  returns,  bit  drops  and  other 
pertinent  data  must  be  compiled  and  retained.  This 
data  would  identify  the  depths  and  relative  volume 
of  lost  circulation  zones. 

Monitoring  Production  Operations 

Annual  bradenhead  tests  would  be  performed  by 
the  Operator  on  the  annulus  formed  by  the 
production  casing  and  the  cave  protection  casing  to 
ensure  the  integrity  of  the  casing.  If  the  test  results 
indicated  a casing  failure,  remedial  actions 
approved  by  the  BLM  would  be  undertaken  to 
correct  the  problem. 

Plugging  and  Abandonment 

The  BLM  standards  for  plugging  and  abandonment 
in  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  No.  2 would  be 
applied,  to  protect  or  isolate  all  useable  water 
zones,  potentially  productive  zones,  lost  circulation 
zones,  abnormally  pressured  zones,  caves,  and 
any  prospectively  valuable  deposits  of  minerals. 
This  includes  any  zones  encountered  during  drilling 
that  contain  fluids  with  a potential  to  migrate. 


Plugging  and  Abandonment 

The  BLM  standards  for  plugging  and  abandonment 
in  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  No.  2 would  be 
applied,  to  protect  or  isolate  all  useable  water 
zones,  potentially  productive  zones,  lost  circulation 
zones,  abnormally  pressured  zones,  caves,  and 
any  prospectively  valuable  deposits  of  minerals. 
This  includes  any  zones  encountered  during  drilling 
that  contain  fluids  with  a potential  to  migrate. 
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ALTERNATIVE  F 


Record  Keeping 

Pertinent  observations  and  records  relating  to 
drilling  and  cementing  in  cave  or  karst  areas  and 
lost  circulation  zones  would  be  compiled  and 
submitted  to  the  appropriate  BLM  office.  This 
information  would  be  used  to  categorize  lost- 
circulation  zones  on  the  basis  of  severity,  and  to 
evaluate  and  compare  the  relative  success  or 
failure  of  different  remedies  attempted  to  combat 
lost-circulation  problems  while  drilling  and 
cementing  casing  in  these  zones.  This  information 
would  also  be  used  to  update  information  about  the 
occurrence  of  cave  and  karst.  Information 
concerning  cave  resources  gathered  during  drilling 
would  be  submitted,  as  well,  to  be  retained  by  the 
BLM  in  accordance  with  the  Roswell  District  Cave 
Management  Plan  and  the  regulations 
implementing  the  Federal  Cave  Resources 
Protection  Act. 
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